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PREFACE. 


T =z and almoſt invincible Inclnation I have to So. 


litude and Retirement, with a natural averſion from the 
Controverſies of this Age, wherein there is ſo little of 
Chriſtian (andor, Fideltie, Ingenuitie, and Moderation 
ro be found, hath given me no ſmall ſatisfaltion in my being exemted 
hitherto from thoſe vexations Cmflitts which I ſee many learned and 
pions men involved in : andit ſeems to me a thing no leſſe than pre- 
digious, to conſider, with what warm zele and ſelf-complacence ſome 
learned men contend in the nuſts and clouds of ambiguous termes, as 
if they had no other defigne but that of ſome Mercenary Soldiers, 
who do what they can to protratt the War. Theſe al ſuch likg 
conſiderations have me, for ſome ,Moneths, from the publica- 
tion of this Diſcourſe, with hopes there might be found out ſome 
Expedients for the putting 4 period to thoſe nnhappy Controverſues it 
= to, which I now have lutle hopes of. But enough of that. 

The Diſcourſe it ſelf both as to its firſt conception and preſent publs- 
cation, has not been without various agit ations in mine own thoughts ;, 
and how little my natural Inclinations have induced me hereto, 1s wel 
known to ſome. But I muſt confeſſe, the crime charged on us being no 
leſſe than Blaſphenue againſt the God of Heaven, it may be deſer- 
vedly judged too great a violation to the Laws of Ohriſtianitie not to 
purge our ſelves from ſo black, an Imput ation ; and yet in as much as 
ſome reverend Divines, of repute among us both for their Learning 
and Pietie, have entertained Sentiments oppoſite to our Hypotheſis, we 
have been very ſtudions, yea emn'ous to deliver our own thoughts in 
ſuch a mode or forme, as may be leaſt obnoxious to paſſionate emotions, 
perſonal reflexions , or whatever unbeſcem one that lies under 
eſſential obligation to love and honor the Perſons of ſome that differ 
in Fudgement about theſe points, Wherefore, to render our Diſcourſe, 
the leſſe offenſrue, we have caſt it into a thetic and dogmatic Me- 
thod, rather than agoniſtic and polemic. And becauſe it is alto- 
gether impoſſible diſtinfily and demonſtratuely to diſenfſe ſuch an Hy- 
potheſis, without ſome oppoſition againſt ſuch as defend the Antitheſis, 


we have pitcht on Strangius as our principal Antagenift, who indeed, 
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to give bim his merited charatter, bas ventilated this (ontroverſie 
with candor, perſpicuitie, and force of Argument beyond hs Seftators. 
Yet we muſt alſo do the Cauſe we undertake this juſtice, as to declare, 
that we have not omitted to examine the Reaſons and Arguments of 
other Reverend Divines, who oppoſe our Hypotheſis, albeit we have, as 
in d::tie we conceived our ſelves obliged, conceled their Names. For in- 
deed, of what uſe are ſuch perſonal Nominations and Reflexions, but ta 
render ns a grief to Friends, and reproche to Enemies ? 

' As for my Stile, if any judge my pen too much drenched in Scholaſtic 
Theologie, I ſhal not demie, but that I have ſpent ſome time in thoſe Stu- 
dies, neither do 1 as yet ſee any reaſon to repent thereof ; for I have 
found thoſg Controverſies about Divine ( oncurſe aud Efficacious Grace, 
no where more accurately examined and demonſtratively determined,, 
than among the Scholemen, ſpecially, Bradwardine and Alvarez , nei- 
ther can I conceive how any one can diſtinitly and. per feitly diſcuſſe theſe 
Controverſies, ſpecially as now miſerably perplexed with ambiguous ob- 
ſeure termes, without ſome inſpettion into and knowlege of Scholaſtic 
Theologie. For doth not a principal part of the (ontreverſie depend on 
that ſcholaſtic I otion of Free-will ? Tea, is there any thing New ſtart- 
ed by the Arminians or New Methodiſts, but what has been fully exa- 
mined and anſwered by ſome among the more ſober Scholemen, ſpecially 
Aquinas, Ariminenſis, Bradwardine and Alvarez. Whatever others 
may judge of them, yet Reverend Mr. Baxter, Cathol. Theol. Part 1. 
p. 1:24. prefers the Scholemen before Arminians. And albeit Thave a 
particular kindneſſe for ſome of the more ſober Scholemen, as to ſuch 
points wherein they ſerve not the Papal Intereſt, and their own vain 
Imaginations ; yet what a low and cheap eſtime Ihave of the Scholemen 
in the general, is ſufficiently apparent, by the Charalter I bave oven 
them, Court of the Gentiles, Part III. B. 2.c. 2.5. 1. $. 2. Andin- 
deed I would read them, with the ſame indifference and ſuſpenſion of mind, 
a I read Plato and Ariſtotle. But to conclude, if any private Chr. 
tian deſires, not to charge histhoughts with the Scholaſtic part of this 
Controver ſie, but only to ſatufie his Douts and corfirme his Faith inthe 
Scriptural part, he may confine himſelf to Chap. III. of this Diſcourſe, 

(ewhich contains almoſt a third Part of the Book) where we have un- 
der ſeven general Heads largely given the Scriptural Demonſtrations 
of our Hypotheſis, Touching Gods Concurſe to the entitative Act 
of Sin, with Solutions to ſuch falſe Gloſſes and Comments as our Advers- 
faries give thereto; which are ſuited to Vitlgar ( apacities. 
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BOOK Ill. 
Of Divine Predetermination : 


therein the Nature of Divine Predetermination is fully 
explicated and demonſtrated, both in the general, as 
alſo more particularly, as to the ſubſtrate matter or 
entitative a of Sin. 


CHAP. I. 
The Explication of the Terms, 


(1 ) The Origme of the controverſie about Predetermination to the en- 
Fit ative att of Sin, with the method we procede in. (2) The N 4 
ture of Sin, its Origine and material conſtitution ; al afts in their 

B generic 


The Origine of 
the Controverſite 


The Origine of the Controverſie, Book IIL. 
generic nature indifferent : Al e Morality determined by the Moral 
Law : Sin as to its formal reaſon a privation : Of attons modally 
and intrinſecally evil. (3) The Libertie of the Wil : The new- 
coined diſtinftion of Libertie, largely and ſtrittly taken, with its 
abuſe : A true Idea of Libertie. (4) oral Libertie or Free-wil 
to good : Neceſſitie, Impoſſibslatie, Poſſibilitie what. (5) The Wil 
of God, its Diſtribution mto Significatrve and Decretive. (6) Di- 
vine Comcurſe, its Immediation, Efficacitie, and Predetermination : 
brbgyeia, iyegyfir, beitery, meoceiter, with the Nature of Predeter- 
mination explicated. 


ſpecially ſince the riſe of Pelagianiſme, received 

vigorous aſſaults from many learned and potent 
Adverfaries : and indeed no wonder, fſithat corrupt Nature pro- 
pagated from Adam has, in imitation of its firſt parent, been 
ever aſpiring after an equality to the Deitie ; and that not only 
in being the laſt End of its Acting, but alſo the fir Principe of 
its Dependence, This vain attemt has appeared more viſibly 
in ſome daring and proud ſpirits, ſuch as Nebuchadnezar, Dan, 
4..30. Is not this great Babylon that I have built, &c ? But in others 
the Deſign and oppoſition againſt the Concurſe of God has been 
more refined, under a pretext of vindicating the Divine Majeſty 
from the blaſphemous imputation of being the Author of ſin. 
And becauſe al pious Souls have ſo great a veneration for the 
Bleſſed Deitie, as to abhor the very ſhadow of ſuch Blaſphemie, 
therefore the Adverſaries of Divine Concurſe have in al Ages 
Pitcht on this as the moſt puiſſant argument to oppoſe the ſame, 
that it brings the moſt holy and bleſſed God under the black im. 
putation of encouraging, yea impelling men to Sin. And albeit 
thoſe that aſſert Gods efficacious Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater 
or entitative aCt of ſin, do moſt vehemently deteſt in their own 
ſouls, and ſolemnly proteſt againft the leaſt thought or opinion 
that makes God the Author of ſin, yet"nevertheleſs this direful 
Picc? of blaſphemie is ſtil charged on them. Moreover, there 
being in this Doctrine of Efficacious Concurſe (as in al other 
great Myſteries of Faith) ſome intticate difficulties, which the 
wife God has left us under, to trie our faith and fubmiſſton to 


divine Revelation; hence alſo many learned , and fome gions 
men 


S. 1. HE Doctrine of Divine Concurſe, and Creatural De- 
perdence has in al Ages of the Church, but more 


Chap. 1. The Method of our Procedure. 3 
men have been at a great loſs in their Inquiries, how to reconcile 
the Libertie of the human Wil with the Efficace of Divine Con- 
curſe, ſo as to free the bleſſed God from the imputation of im- 
pelling men to Sin. Theſe and ſuch like conſiderations made 
me the more prolixe ia the philolophic metaphyſic contempla- 
tion of the Divine Concurſe, its Nature, Origine, and manner of 
working, particularly as to the entitative att of what is ſinful ; 
togerher with the creatures Dependence thereon : which 1 have 
more fully diſcuſſed, Corrt of the Gentiles, Chap. 7, 9, 11. with 
deſign and endeavours, if it might be, to give the bleſſed God 
and his finful Creature both their dues, and remove thoſe ex- 
tremes which men are apt to fal into, 

But theſe my ſincere deſires and endeavours have not had that 7h? method of 
ſucceſs which was deſired ; which brings me under a freſh obligati- ® [79514 
on to vindicate mine own Hypotheſis, touching the efficacions con- 
curſe of God to the ſubſtrate mater or entitative att of what us ſinful. | 
muſt confeſs, the province before us is difficult on many accounts, 
but principally, becauſe whiles we endeavour to defend the Con- 
curſe and Providence of God about the entitative act of ſin, it is 
ſuggeſted by ſome, and believed by others,that we make the holy 
God the Author of ſir, which is the dregs of blaſphemie, and 
that which every ſerious ſpirit abhors more than Hel. Yet we 
need no way to dout, but that, with divine aſſiſtance, we may 
firmly aſſert and demonſtrate the efficacitie of Divine concurſe to 
the material entitative act of that which is ſinful, and yet fully 
vindicate the Divine Majeſtie from that blaſphemous Impurtati- 
on of being the Author of ſin. And for our more diſtin&t and 
demonſtrative procedure herein, we propoſe this method or form 
as moſt apt for the ſubjeft mater before us. (1) To examine 
and explicate the Terms formally implied in, or virtually rela- 
- ting to, the ſubjeft in controverſie. (2) To ſhew wherein the 
oppoſite parties agree, and wherein they differ both among them- 
ſelves and each from other ; together with the original and prin- 
cipal motives, grounds, and cauſes of ſuch Differences. (3) To 
give a Scriptural Explication and Demonſtration of our own Hy- 
potheſis, touching Gods efficacious concurſe to the ſubſtrate 
mater of that which is ſinful; with an anſwer to thoſe falſe 
gloſſes and comments, which our Adverfaries the Jeſuitcs, Ar- 
minians, and ſome new Methodiſts give to thoſe Scriptures for 


the evading the force of them. (4) To draw up a brief Hiſto. 
B 2 ric 


The Explication of the Termes. 


rie of Narrative of this controverſie, and its ſtate in al periods 
of the Chriſtian Churches to this day. (5) Te give the De- 
monſtration of our Hypotheſis from Reaſons grounded on Scrip- 
ture, with the Vindication of thoſe Reaſons from the unground- 
cd invalid anſwers given to them by our opponents, Strangins, 
and others. (6) To ſolveand anſwer the Objections urged by 
thoſe that oppoſe our Hypotheſis, particularly Srrangine, Bara- 
nius, Le Blanc, with others. (7) And finally, to lay down the 
proper Sentiments and Hypotheſes of the Orthodoxe about this 
ſubje&, in oppoſition to thoſe falſe Opinions which their Ad- 
verſaries charge upon them : as alſo to produce the proper opi- 
nions of the adverſe party, and the dangerous conſequences that 
naturally and neceſſarily flow from them. 


The explication $- 2. Our firſt and indeed principal task, in order to a clear 
of the Termes. and demonſtrative procedure in this controverſie, wil be, to ex. 
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Plicate the termes, and diſabuſe them from thoſe ambiguities, 
confuſions, and falſe impoſitions, in which at preſent they are 
involved. And here indeed I cannot but break forth into a 
doleful Lamentation over the bleeding ſtate of the Churches of 
Chriſt, by reaſon of thoſe vexatious controverſies which rend 
and tear out their very bowels, and al from the ſophiſtic abuſe 
or Ambiguitie of termes. And I no way dout but to make it 
moſt manifeſt, when opportunitie is offered, that molt of the 
controverſies of this Age are fomented and maintained from the 
obſcuritie and abuſe of termes miſapplyed by ſubtile wits, for. 
the eſtabliſhment of their own Hypotheſes. This is moſt evi- 
dent in our preſent caſe, which makes it a duty abſolutely ne- 
ceſſary, before we enter on our province, to clear up the way 
by a diſtin and particular explication of thoſe termes that re- 
late thereunto, 

The firſt Terme we are to conſider is Sz : wherein we are to- 
examine its Origne, Cauſes, Conſtitution , both materia! and formal, 
and Knds ;, particularly the nature of Acts ſubſtantially or intrin- 
ſecally ſinful: al which we ſhal diſcuſle with that Brevitie and Per- 
ſpicuitie the mater wil admit, 1. As for the Oregine of Sin, it 
cam: firſt into the world from the Defett;blitie of our firſt Parents 
their Free-wil ,, and has been ever ſince maintained and fomented 


- by the Yitioſitie of human nature depraved by Adams fin, as we 


have copioſcly demonſtrated, Court Gent, P.4. B.1,c. 4. $. 2. and 
Philoſ. Gen. P. 1. 1.3.c.3. ſet.4. $3. : 
2, SIN; 
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Chap. 7. The Explication of the Termes. 
2. Sin, as to its material conſtitution, has for its ſubſtrate mater 2. 1s ſubſtrate 
or ſubject ſome natural good : For al ſin being, as to its formal ater. 
nature , but a moral privation-or relation , it neceſſarily requires 
ſome natural good as its ſubſtrate mater or ſubje&t. The wiſe 
Creator and Gubernator of althings has by his Law ſo conſtituted 
al moral Beings, both Virtues and Vices, as that they cannot ſub. 
ſiſt but in ſomething natwral : albeit ſin be, according to its for- 
mal reaſon, a mere privation, yet it requires ſome poſitive, real 
natural Being 1 its wr R Ry - the nature of al other 
rivations. us Auguſtin : That which # evil by reaſon of vice, 
4 good by nature, Ade he ſaith, That ſir us 44 ot but MR 
the vice of nature. And that trite Maxime communly received bonum eſt per 
by al the Ancients, That al evil is fonnded in ſome good, i.e. natu- Mura, Age 
ral , ſufficiently demonſtrates this our aſſertion. Thus Au- may *yens of 
guſtin, Enchirid. 97. Aithough therefore things ſinful, as ſinful are cy. g. _; 
not good ;, yet not only that good things, but alſo that ſinful be, us good : 
;, e. things ſinful are good, not morally, but naturally, as means utile 
and conducible to the promoting of Divine glorie : for albeit 
they oppeſe the bonitie of the creature, yet materially conſidered 
they oppoſe not the bonitie of the Creator ;, who: can extract the 
|—_—_ good out of the greateſt evils. Doth it not then be- 
ong to the infinite bonitie of God, to permit ſins to be ? Yea, 
aoth not the ingreſſe of ſin into the world belong to the perfeftion 
thereof? is not then the ſubſtrate mater thereof ſome natural 
good ? This is wel dzmonſtrated by Suarez, HMetaph. Diſput. 11. 
ſe. 3. p. 252.* Sin as ſin has a material cauſe, which is always 
«ſome good. So Auguſtin ſaith , That there can be no evil but in 
© 900d, becauſe if there were pure evil it would deſtroy itſelf : and the | 
$00 4+, 
© reaſon is, becauſe ſin, as to its formal cauſe, is not purely poſi- ———_ &- 
«tive, or a pore negation , but a privation of debite perfection, x _—_ 
© therefore it requires a ſubject unto which ſuch a perfection is feumanepec+ 
<que; which ſubjeft muſt be ſome good, &c. Yea, Strangins catum, aur ul- 
himſelf, our principal Adverſary in this Controverſie , grants in lum peccatum 
this particular as much as we demand, pag. 629. That it 1s abſurd yy" 
to ſay, any ſin or defeft can exiſt of itſelf, Frbat there can be no ſepa- ſhe. _— 
rate evil, but al evil ts [ſeated] #n good. Yea, he ingenuouſly con- nullum ems 
felſeth, pag. 245. That hatred of God, [which is an action intrinſe-. ſeparatum ma- 
cally evil} as it i an Att and Being, ſo it is from God, namely as it is 19m, ſed omne: 
hatred. For, adds he, So hatred truly , as it  abſtrafted from this _ = —_ 


or. that. objett is a phyſic ation , to which the metaphyſic bonitie of ES 4, plunt. L2.. 
or (19. f.629,. 


Al AG in their gemerie nature indifferent. 


or Being agrees, and it is morally indifferent \, but as it is determined 
to God, hence 15 it's eroula, Obliquitse. This conceſſion of Str ang 
if wel conſidered, would not only overthrow his own Antitheſis 
againſt our Hypotheſis, but alſo put a period to this Controverſie, 
as in what follows we ſhal demonſtrate, Chap. 6. 8. 1, 
3. But the principal thing to be examined in the explicationof 
ſin is its formal Conſtitution or Reaſon , which we ſhal endeavour to 
41 As in their Manifelt in the following Propoſitions. (1) Al human afts con- 
generic nature ſidered in their generic phyſic Entitie or natural Being, abſtratted from 
indifferent» their moral onfories , are neither good nor evil, but morally indiffe. 
rent, Almoral Beings or Acts are ſcated, & ids gvow, in proper 
nature,as Cyril; neither can they exiſte without that proper nature 
whereunto they are appendent. There is no virtue or vice which 
has not ſomething of nature for its ſubject and ſeat; it's true, 
there may be nature where there is no moralitie, yet there cannot 
be moralitie where there is not ſome nature to ſuſtain the ſame. 
Now al human nature, as alſo al natural Afts conſidered in their 
generic natural Idea, albeit capzble of virtue or vice, yet are in 
themſelves morally indifferent. Al thoughts, words and aCtions 
conſidered phyſically and abltraCtly, without regard to their mo- 
ral determination by the Wil and Law of God, are neither good 
nor evil, For Moralitie is a mode not phyſically or intrinſecally 
inherent in human as , but appendent to them from the deter. 
mination of the Divine Law : The very acts of loving and hating 
God, conſidered in their generic, phyſic and entitative nature, as 
abſtracted from the moral relation they have to their obje&t, are 
morally neither good nor evil ; becauſe moral Bonitie and Vitio- 
ſitie are differences of human acts merely accidental or modal, as 
Suarez and other Scholemen generally grant. Thus much Srrar- 
gi frequently grants; as pag. 158. he ſaith, That moral Bonitie 
Adio ſeorſim and Vitioſitie are accidents of natural Actions. SO pag. 875. The 
per ſe & phy- on conſidered apart and phyſically is morally indifferent , neither 
CO_ may it be leſſe ſubjett to virtue than to vice. Hence, 
eſt moraliter, _ (2) Al Moralitie and moral Alts,whether good or evil;recerve their 
nec minds vir- (onſtitution and Determination from the moral Divine Law, This 
euti quam vitio Hypotheſis is defended by Scots, and other Scholemen, and that 
fubſtern! po- gn the higheſt reaſons: For the Divine Wil is the ſupreme mea- 
as ſure and rule of al Juſtice and SanCtitie : Things are therefore 


A Gow juſt and good becauſe God wils them ; and whatever God wils 


the DivineLaw. Is fcr that very reaſon, becauſe God wils it, good and juſt. There- , 


fore 
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Chap. 1. Al Moral Conſtitution from the Divine Law. 
fore that Platonic notion defended by ſome learned men, That 
the reaſons of good and evil are eternal, is of dangerous conſequence, 
albeit it hath ſomewhat of Truth (as other errors have) mixed 
withit: we grant, that in things morally good, there is a natu- 
ral condecence or congruitie to human nature, even antecedent to 
the Divine wil and conſtitution. As on ſuppoſition of mans be- 
ing created, he immediately falls under a neceſſary and eſſential 
obligation of loving God , hating fin, &c. Theſe are duties 
naturally congruous, yea morally neceflary to human nature. 
Whence it is, that Divines uſually determine, That Original 
Righteouſneſs was natural to Adam, i. e. molt condecent, congru- 
ous, and morally neceſſary to his Nature. Yet all this hinders 
not, but that the formal Determination of al Morals ariſe from 
* the free conſtitution of the Divine wil and Law. The Law of 
* God is the great Expanſum or firmament, which God has ſpread 
. over the rational world, whereby al Mankind are moderated and 
» in al their moral Acts, and by which they ſhall be at 
n WI /alt day judged : whence it neceſſarily follows, that al moral con- 
| ſtitution muſt procede hence, as we have more amply demon- 
' ſtrated, Court Gentiles, P. 4.B. 1.c.2, $.1, 2. Thus allo Yoetina,, 
Diſput. Theolog. Par. 1. de jure & juſtit. Probl, 10, p. 351. proves, 
That the divine wil is the fountain and rule of al Goodneſs. So much 
alſo Strangins grants us, p. 89. namely, That, as whatever is true 
#u therefore true, becauſe conform to the firſt Truth;, ſo whatever is 
good, 14 therefore good, becauſe conform to the firſt Goodneſs : and as 
the Truth of God belongs to his Intelleft, ſo Goodneſs to his W1l. 
The like Mr, Baxter, Catholick, Theolog. Part 1. p. 100, Al crea- 
ted Fuſtice and Holineſs is ſuch, 1. e. good ( for goodneſs is their eſſence ) 
becauſe. Gods efficient wil made them ſo. Hence, 

(3) The formal reaſon or nature of Sin conſiſts in its being a De- 
ordination, or Tranſpreſſion of the Divine Law. This Propoſition 
is fully ſtated and demonſtrated in Sacred Philoſophie, as we 
have copioſely proved, Court Gent.P. 4.B. 1.C. 4.5. 1. and Philof. 
General. P. 1.1. 3. C. 3.$.4. $. 1. ſo that it requires not further 
Explication or Demonſtration. Hence, 
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(4) Sin as to its formal conſtitution and nature 1s not a poſitive $in as to its 


real Being , but privative. This Hypotheſis has found general forma! natwe a 


aſſent to.it among al the Ancients both Pagan Philoſophers and /#v4tion- 


Chriſtians, excepting ſome few, Marcion and Manes, with others. 
It's true, the Manicbees held Sin ro be a poſitive Being, and they 
took 


Sin as to its formal nature a privation. Book 


took up principes ſuited thereto, namely, That there were two firf 
' Beings or Cauſes, one of good, the other of evil : But the ſober Philoſe 
phers and Chriſtians abhorred ſuch ſentiments. Simpliczus ON Epi. 
fetus, C. 34-.P. 171. has an excellent Diſcourſe to prove chat ſin i 
not in the nature of Beings, but &:yalli cignars, 4 prevation of Good, 
which we have largely explicated, Phz/of. Gen. P. 1.1.3. C. 3 $. 4. 
6. 2. And this was generally aſſerted by the Greek and Latin Fa. 
thers. Thus the ſpurious Donyſis aſſures us, that Sin muſt neceſſs 
rily be, mag. rlw pyory, mega Tl vniceoy, without nature, without 
ſubſiſtence. So Greg. Nyſſen. eyvwagurhy is1 xal' favrd 1 xexia, Sin 
is an inſubſiſtent Being, or privation, And it was a general Con 
cluſion in the Greek Scholes, that ſin reſulted, deals dyals, from 
the abſence of good, as darkneſs from the abſence of light. Thus alſo 
among the Latins, Auguſtin aſſerted, that Sin was not Nature, but 
the evil of Nature. Again: the Amiſſion of Good bas taken up the 
name of Sin. And Strangins, who is our principal adverſary in 
this controverſie, yet /. 1. c. 13. p. 97, &c. he ſtrongly demon- 
ſtrates this Hypotheſis, That the formal reaſon of ſin conſiſts in Pri 
vation. This 1 conceive deſerves a particular remarque, becauſe 
ſome late Authors, and thoſe not of inferior note, make great 
uſe of this Antitheſis, namely, That Sin is 44 to its formal nature 
poſitve, as their chief engine to oppoſe our general Hypotheſis, 
rouching God; efficacious concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of that which 
3s ſinful. They tel us, that Sin, as to its forme, is not a mere priva- 
tron, but a moral Relation, which has ſo much Realitie 44 a relats- 
or. But to obviate al miſtakes and verbal conteſts, we grant, 
{ 1] That Sin may be termed a moral privative relation, or rather, 
relative privation, as it is a tranſgreſſion of, and ſo muſt have re- 
lation to, the Moral Law. [2] That Sin is not a mere nothing, 
but has ſome kind of logic poſitevitie Or notional entitie, fo far as to 
render it capable of being the terme ofa Propoſition, as we have 
more fully ſhewen, Philoſ. Ger. P. 1. 1.3. c. 3. $.4. $. 2. But, 
[3] We may not yield, that Sin is a moral poſitive Relation, 
much leſs a poſitive a&t or real Being, ſuch as is the term of a 
natural production : For ſuch a perſwaſion wil neceſlarily force 
men to grant, that God i the Author of Sin, or to hold with the 
——_ that there are two firſt Cauſes, one of good and the other 
of evil. 

4. Touching the kinds of ſinful Aftions, that which princi- 
pally concerns our preſent controverlie is the diſtinction of ſinful 
Actions, 


_ 


Ctiap.r.: A8ion; Modally fonfil. 
AXtions, into ſuch as are modally only, or ſuch as are imriſcca'p 
evil, 
(1) By actions modally evil they generally underſtand ſuch as are 47ons modally 
ſubſtantially good, yet have ſome modal accidental vitioſitie or ſin. /# 
fulneſs appendent to them. Such are al the ſincerely pious adts of 
good men in this imperfeCt ſtate ; which have an evangelic per- 
tetion and goodneſs in them, yet mixed with much corruption 
and imperfection. For ſuch is the profunde myſterious wiſdom 
of God, that he permits a mixture of ſin even with the beſt good 
works on this ſide Heaven, thereby to render the methods of 
his Grace the more illuſtrious: ſo that the ſame AAR, whichis in 
on evangelic eſtimation ſincerely good, is alſo modally jinful and im- 
Uo perfeft. Thus Srrangine, I. 2.C. g. p. 205. Sithat al tranſereſſion of 
but the Law ts ſin, men ſin both by doing what is forbidden, as alſs by doing 
t 


CY 


the what is commanded, if not in that manner as commanded : Again, both 
= by not doing what is commanded, as alſo by abſtaining from what 1s for- 
_ bidden, if they abſt ain not in a regular manner. Thus oft it comes to 
Th paſs, that the altion may be good according to the ſubſtance of the work, 
ſe and yet evil as to the mode of afting. As for example; to give Almes 
at to the poor is a work ſubſtantially good, yet if it procede not from Faith 
re and (haritie, and reſpet+ to the glorie of God, it is evil as to the mode 
is, of ating. Thus Serangius. But I adde, that the beſt works of Un- 
ch believers are ſubſtantially evil, inthat they have nothing of ſincere 


a good in them ; but ful of hatred of God ; and the beſt works of 
th pious ſouls in this imperfect ſtate are modally evil, becauſe they 


It, have a tinCture of vitiolitie appendent to them, 

T, (2) By Attions sntrinſecally evil, they generally underſtand A#ions intrin- 
& ſuch as being referred to and determined by ſuch or ſuch an ob- ſ#c«lly evil. 
g, ject, carrie in them an intrinſec vitioſitie and malignitie ; ſo that 

(0 whiles under ſuch a reference and determination they can never 

'e become gow And the commun inſtance is in hatred of God, 

t and Blaſphemie. Not that thoſe aCts are in their phyſic material 

D, entitic or ſubſtance ſinful, but only in their moral conſtitution 

a and formal ,determination or reference to their obje&. Thus 

e much is alſo acknowledged by Srrangins, I. 1.c. 13. p. 89. When, 

Ie according to the commun ſentence, it is ſaid, that ſome alſo are in 


al themſelves or unt naloolh evil, the afts are not underſtood as ab- 
ſtratted from their Objett, but as they refer to their objett, in regard 


L | Hager they have their vitioſitie — It ſeems to me, that the vitio- 
ie, which is in the hatred of God, doth not belong to the material, 
| C 


but 
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The Libertie of 
the Wil, 


Ye Libervie of rhe 4. Book IN 
bat formal of Sin. Which is an ingenuous confeſſian, and wil be 
of much uſe to us in what follows. At preſent we fhall only 
remarque; that this notion of As intrinſecally evil, if duely ex- 
ins, wil be of no uſe to our Opponents, albeit they ſeem to 
lay the moſt ſtreſs on it. For ['1] They grant, as Strangins here, 
that the vitioſitie, which is in the hatred of God | and ſo in all other 
acts intrinſecally evil ] doth not belong to the material but formal 
of ſin : ſo that Gods concurſe to the material or ſubſtrate mater 
of ſin doth not ſuppoſe his concurſe to the formal obliquitie of 
fin. [2] In aQts ſincerely but smperfetHy good, and modally evil, 
the ſubſtrate mater or material at, which is both good and 
evil, is one and the ſame : now our Adverſaries grant Predeter- 
mination to the material aft as good : how then can they denie 
predetermination to the ſame material entitative aft which is 
evil, thoughnot as ſuch ? But ofthis more hereafter, c. 5. 

$S. 3. The next terme- to be diſcuſſed by us is the Natural 
Freedom, or Libertie of the Wil; which is indeed the hinge on 
which our whole controverſie turns, as our more intelligent Op- 
ponents confeſs. A reverend Divine, Cathol. Theologie, Part 3. 
p. 80. ſaith, 7 do readily confeſs, that, as the ſum of al the contro- 
verſie ts, Whether man hath truely any free-wil; &c. 1 do readily 
concur with him in this, That the ſim of al the controveſie muſt be 
reſolved into this notion of free-wil; and therefore if we cannot 
make good our ground here, we muſt neceſſarily fal under the 
efforrs of our Antagoniſts. And I muſt confeſs this conception 
has been deeply engraven on my thoughts, for twenty five years 
or more, that the whole of the Pelagian and Arminian contro- 
verſie centers in this point, touching the Liberrie of the Wil - 
and he that endeavours to remove thoſe maladies, but over- 
looks thoſe Pelagian infuſions that lie hid in the heart of Free- 
will, doth a& but like the unskilfu] Phyſician, who, to remove 
an Heltick Feaver, endeavoured to cure the Itch. What made Du- 
randus drive Gods immediate Concurſe to human atts, but this. 
perſwaſion, that it deſtroyeth the Libertie of the wil, and fo 
makes God the Author of fin ? And what makes the Jeſuites de- 
nie Predetermination, but the like groundleſs perſwaſion ? So- 
alſo Baronixe, in his Metaphyſics, Sett. 8. Difþ. 3. $. 79. p. 147. 
Here it was that the Pelagians of old took Santtuarie, and un- 
der the ſhadow of this terme Free-wilconceled al their venimous 
tofuſions: here, by their fophiſtic logic and ambiguous cloudy 
diſtinttions, 
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diſtintions, they fortified themſelves againſt the Defenders of 
Efficacious Grace. Thus Fanſemns, Auguſt. de Natur. Lapſ. Town. 

2.1. 4. C. 24, proves largely out of Auguſtine, that the principal 

fraud and cheat of the Pelagians lay in thezr philoſophic ballucination 
about natural free-wil, which they placed 1n Indifference , but Au- 
guſtine in 4 rational fpontaneitie. Herein they are followed by the 
Jeſuites and Arminians, who indeed differ not ſcarcely one hairs 
breadth from the Pelagians and Semi-pelagians. Yea Baronixe, 

( whom Aatherford rangeth among the Arminians) with conk- 

dence maintains Befarmenes definition of Libertie, as juſtifiable 

and;orthodoxe, Meraphyſ. Sect. 12.p. 285. 
But other of our Antagoniſts, Strangins, Le Blanc, &c. per. The new coined 

ceiving that our Reformed Divines have generally placed Natural {/##n2oz of 

Libertie in a Rational Spontaneity, and fo preſumed, that volun- ,, 7 tran? 

| tary neceſſitie is very wel conſiſtent therewith, hence they have found ;14,y, 

| out an artificial diſtinCtion for the reconciling the Calviniſts with 
| the Feſuites, Pelagians and Arminians : They diſtinguiſh Libertie, 
into that which u largely, or ftriltly taken: and they confeſs , 

) That Libertie taken largely, as it is a perfection of the Soul, 

0 it has one and the ſame notion with Rational Spontaneitie ; 

and ſuch is the Libertie of glorified Souls. This Libertie they 
make eſſential to the wil; of which ſee Srrangin, L. 3. c. 14. p. 

686. alſo p. 691, 702, 703. But, adde they, (2) There is alto 
a libertie ſtriftly ſo termed}, which conſiſts in the Indifference 
of the wil to this or that object, alſo to aft or aot toact : and 
this Libertie is moſt proper to this our imperfeCt ſtate, as Srrar- 

Lim, P. 188, 687. 689. 711. So likewiſe Ze Blanc, p. 435. and 
others. Therewere ſome- firſt lines of this diſtiaftion drawa by 
Camero, who makes libertie ſtriftly ſo termed to be about the 
means, nat the end; yet his Notions about Libertie are tolerable, 
in that he makes Divine Predetermination conſiſtent with hu- 
man Libertie. But the firſt creator of this diſtiaCtion touching 
a two-fold Libertie, among thoſe who owned the Synod of Dore, 
was a who aſlerts a two-fold Libertie, one conſidered in 
its own Nature, which is eſſential to the wil, and the other as 
limited to lapſed man, which includes Indifference, &c. as in places 
above cited. 

_ What theſe new Methodiſts mean by this new-coined di. 
ſtinQion of Liberrie, unleſs it be a gratification to the Pagans, 
I cannot conje&ore : Certain Iam, that 1 never could find it 
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among the ancient Philoſophers, Primitive Fathers, Scholaſtic 
Theologues,or any other but theſe new Methodiſts or their Sefta- 
tors. Doany of the Greek Philoſophers make mention of any li. 
bertie,but what is eſſential to the wil and al human atts? Can we 
find among the Greek Theologues any notices of*this two-fold 
Libertie ? Yea do not the very Jcſuites herein concur with us, that 
Liberty is eſſential to al moral acts, both in the future, as. wel 
as the preſent ſtate of the Soul ? Is not Libertie conſtituted b 
them and the Arminians as the foundation of al Moralitie ? Dot 
not Amyraldus, de Libero Arbitrio, as wel as we, make Libertie 
properly taken eſſential to the wil and al its Afts? Of what 
uſe then can this diſtinftion of a two-fold Libertie be? Wil it 
fatisfie the Pelagians, Jeſuites or Arminians? No; becauſe they 
al make Libertie ſtriftly taken eſſential to al Moral Afts. Or, 
wil it any way relieve the Calviniſts in their conflicts both with 
Jeſuites and Arminians, to ſay the wil is ſometimes free and 
ſometimes not? If it be ſuppoſed, that Indifierence be eſſen- 
tial to libertie in this imperfect ſtate, wil it not then be replied 
by Pelagians and Arminians, that the wil is not, according to 
theſe new Methodiſts, free in Converſion, becauſe not indifle- 
rent 2 It were not difficult to demonſtrate, how invalid this new- 
coined diſtinCtion of Libertie is, and unapt to reach thoſe ends 
for which it was deſigned by the authors thereof. 

As for the true Idea and notion of Natural Libertie, we have, 
with what ſtudie and diligence we could, inquired into and dif- 
cuſſed the ſame, Corrs of the Gentiles, P. 2. B. 3.C.g9.S.3. $.11, 
12. & B. 4.C,.1. $ 29-32. alſo Philoſaph. General. P. 1.1L. 3, Cc. 
3. S.2.&P.2.L.1.c. 1.S. 4. $. 2. the ſum whereof may be drawn 
forth in theſe following Propoſitions. (1) Natural Libertie, as 
it denotes a power, has one and the ſame Idea or Nature with the 
Wil. This is copioſely demonſtrated, in the forementioned pla- 
ces. Hence, (2) Al atts of the Wil have libertie in the Prieſt na- 
tion eſſentially appendent to them. (3) The Dominion which ne 
eAgent has over his own «Att ts not abſolute, but limited and conaitio- 
nate. (4) The neceſſitie which ariſeth from the concurſe of God the 
firſt cauſe, no way diminiſheth, but eſtabliſheth the wal Liber- 
tie of the Wil. For nothing offers violence to the Wil, or is in- 
jurioſe. to its Libertie, 'ſo long as the: aCt it. puts forth is volun- 
tary : ſo long as the wil doth voluntarily: eleft and embrace what 
it 1s predetermined unto, the att is in its own power and _ 
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hap.Y. Moral Libertie: on, Free-wil 10 good. 1.73 
for as Ariſtotle, Eth. I. 5.c. 12. wel obſerves, ids mags Tha avr7 
wdant Pinner, notking happens to ſuch an one, but what he wils, 
(5s) Adtual Indifference to varietie of Objetts or Atts, is no way eſſen- 
-- tial to natural Libertie, but only an Accident reſulting from its ins 
q perfettion. (6) The formal, natrue and genuine Idea or notion of 
& natural Libertie, both as to ſtate and exercice, includes no more than 
l a rational ſpontaneitie. This laſt propolition, which is the princi- —_ 
pal , Strangius * owns; and Le Blanc de Libr. Arbit. The. 19. bog 
. 405. confeſſeth this to be the general opinion of our Reformed nerenquyy., 4 
_— even of Amyraldw, Placeus, and other new Methodiſts. eſſe viderur, 
That this alſo is aſſerted by our Judicious. Davenant, ſee his De- quam 73 5x6- 
terminations, Que 22. That the Divine Decree takes not away 99% vouTngar, 
Libertie. Theſe Propoſitions about natural Libertie, we have in Fon 
the forecited places more amply demonſtrated, becauſe the whole $,,,,. 1,2. 
Pelagian and Arminian controverſie, and particularly this about «. 14. p. 685. 
Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin depends thereon - and ke | 
that ſhal undertake this Province of — preſent Que- 
ſtion, without a clear Explication and Demonſtration of the Wals 
| natural Libertie, doth - name, purpoſe, 
| S. 4. Next to the natural Libertie of the Wil, we are to con- Moral Libertie 
ſider Moral Libertie or Free-wil, as alſo what is poſſible or impoſe ® f1et-wil to» 
ſible to corrupt Nature. By e Horal Libertie or Free-wil is gene- 8004. 
ray underſtood the moral potence Or ſpiritual abilitie of the Soul 
to do good. This moral and ſpiritual Libertie, our Adverſaries 
the Pelagians, Arminians and new Methodiſts confound with 
natural Libertie,' and from our denying the later in corrupt Na- 
ture, they falſely charge us with denying the former : therefore 
to remove this confuſion of rhe termes, and thoſe falſe imputa- 
tions which are charged on thoſe that defend efficacious concurſe, 
the following Propoſitions wil be of uſe unto us. 
1. Natural Libertie is eſſential to the Wil and al its afts, but 
moral Libertie or free-wil to good only accidental and ſeparable. The 
Wil is not a Wilif it be not naturally free in al its as; what- 
ever aCt is voluntary, is for that very reaſon free, Voluntary 
and free being in Scriptural eſtimation, as alſo by the determy- 
nation of the beſt Philoſophers, termes ſynonymous and equipol- 
lent, as we have demonſtrated, Philoſ. General, P. 1..L. 3.C. 3. 
S. 2. $. 1. But now as for £/oral Libertie and free-wil to good, 
that is only accidental to.the human Soul; it may come and go, 
be preſent and-abſent without the natural deſtruction dry 
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- Meoral Libertie or Pree-wil to good, Book It 
Soul, vr violation to natural Libertie. It's true, that Moral Li. 
bertie, conſiſting in virtuofe Habits, Inclinations and Exercives, 
is the Perfeftion of Man, yet ſo as the Eſſence of the Soul is nat 
diminiſhed or deſtroyed by the lofs thereof. 

2. Our firſt Parents in their innocent ſtate were inveſted not 
with natural but alſo with moral Libertie or free-wil to good. This'\ 
granted on both ſides, and therefore needs not further demon: 

ation. | 

3. Since the fal corrupt Nature win its unregenerate ftate lies un 
der a total, unverſal and naturally moral Impotence as to al Mord 
and ſpiritual good. 1 cal this Impotence total and univerſal, as it 
overthoends the whole ſoul, and has ſtript it of al ſeeds of, & 
inclinations to, any ſpiritual or truely moral good. 1 terme it alfg 
natural, or naturally moral, in that, albeit the ſubjeft be moral, 
yet the Impotence being communicated together with co 
Nature, connatural or congenite and proper thereto, as corrupt, 
and as toal natural power inſeparable therefrom, it is become 
a moral Nature. lam not ignorant, that ſome new Methodiſts, 
together with the Arminians, ſtiffely contend, that this I 
tence is not natural but only moral ;, but either they intend bon 
the ambiguitie of the termes to concele ſome Pelagian Infuſions 
of natural ſeeds of virtue and Free-wil to Moral good, or elſe 
they muſt wreft the termes Moral and Natural from their native 
ſenſe, and whatis intended by thoſe that defend a natural impo. 
tence, For al know, that by moral Impotence 1s generally un- 
derſtood an Impotence contratted by frequent Acts of and Cuſtom 


in Sin; and ſo on the contrary by natural Impotence is under- 


ſtood ſuch as is traduced together with, and through the miſe. 
rable contagion of ſin inſeparably appendent to corrupt nature, 
Of this ſee more Philoſoph. General. P. 1. L.3.c. 3. S.y.$. 1, 
Hence, 

4. Sin in corrupt Nature becomes neceſſary, and the obſervation 
of Divine Precepts impoſſible. This Propoſition has ever been in 
al Ages of the Church, the great bal of contention between the 
Patrons of Free-wil, and the Defenſors of Free-grace. The Pe. 


lagians of old as the Arminians of late have made this their main 


Refuge for the defenſe of their Diana of Free-wil. If Sin, ſay 
they, be neceſſary, and ſo inevitable, thin it ceaſeth to be ſin: if 
be voluntary, then it may be avoided. But theſe Pelagian Armes 


Auguſtin and his SeQators have ſtoutly refelled , by ſhewing, 


(1) That 


Clapir, Neceſfitie, Japoſſubilitio, avd foſſebilitic whet« 
(tr) That the Law was not originally impoſſible to mans Na- 
ture, but only is become ſo accidentally by reafon of Sin, and 
the impotence of corrupt Nature. (2) That this Impotence is 
not lefs voluntary than neceſſary, yea the more n it is, 
the more voluntary : The neceſlitie of thjs Impotence is ſeated 
in and ariſeth from the Wil, and therefore moſt voluntary. 
Thence e Aguſtin termes it dura Neceſſitas, an hard Neceſſitie, 
becauſe the more neeeſſary this impotence is the more voluntary, 
and the more voluntary it is the more neceſſary, Plaro, Phileb, p. 
22, gives it the character, dydyzns 5s whaiuor@, of 4 miſerable 
neceſſitie ;, which he oppoſeth to that bleſſed neceſſitie of adhering to 
the chiefeſt good , of which ſee Court Gent. P.4. B.1.c. 4.9.7. (3) 
That albeit the avoiding of ſin and the pf of Devine commands 
be legally impoſſible to corrupt nature, yet both are Evangelicly poſſible 
Ah Min and attual aſſiſt ances of the Spirit of = Nos 
more of the impoſſibilitie which is in corrupt nature for the obſer- 
vation of Divine precepts in Zanſenius , Apg. Tom.3.1.3.c.15,&c. 
Philoſoph. General. Part. 1.hb.3. cap.3.ſett. 5, $. 1. Court Gent. P. 4. 
B.1. c.4. 4.8. 

5. Notwithſtanding the neceſſary impotence of corrupt nature as to 
what is morally and ſpritually good, yet it ſtil retains a phyſic or natu- 
ral facnltie and remote bs ve power _— of recerving ſpiritual 
good. No one denies, but that the Soul, as a rational and volun- 
tary ſubject, is remotely, paſſively, and naturally capacitated for the 
reception of gratioſe infuſions; al the Controverſie is about a 

oxime Or next, aitive, and moral power, which we denie to remain 
1n corrupt nature. 
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and Ppiying the ſame to att , is only conſequential, hypothetic, or conds- 
tionate and voluntary , not ſimple ,, abſolmte, and coattiue or violent. 
Here we are to inquire what a ſimple and abſolute smpoſſibibitie is, 
and how it is differenced from a conditionare and limited Impoſſibi- 
litie. A w_ is ſaid to be am abſolutely impoſſible , wha it 
is in no regard poſſible : for if it be in any reſpedt poſſible , it can- 
not be ſaid to be ſimply and abſolutely impoſſible. Now nothing 
can be ſaid to be in no regard poſſible, or ſimply and abſolutely impoſſi- 
ble, but what in its own nature implies a repugnance of exiſting : 
and ſurely nothing in its own nature implies a e of ex. 
ilting, but what involves a contradiction ; that which involves a. 

CONE, 
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6. The Neceſſitie of conſenting and Impoſſibilitie of reſiſting which Neteſitit, im: 
attends the wil on the ſuppofition of Divine concurſe Ac oe hore poſſi 


Noceſſitie, 3poſſibilitie, andpoſſibilitie what.” Book 
contradiftion comes not within the compaſs of poſſible , becauſe 
contradiCtions have no paſlive power of being verihed ; for the 
affirming of the one is the denying of the other ; the truth of the 
one makes the other falſe : But whatever implies not a contradj 
Etion or repugnance of exiſting , that may be z and therefore can. 
not be ſimply and abſolutely impoſſible , of which ſee Court Gent. P. 4, 
B.2,c.5.$ 4, Now that the Concurſe of God predetermining 
the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of ſinful aCts cannot render the op. 
poſite a of obedience ſimply and abſolutely impoſſible is evident; 
becauſe (1) the oppoſite aCt of obedience implies no contradidti. 
on or repugnance of exiſting : For God can and doth work it in 
ſome : albeit it be ina limited ſenſe impoſſible to corrupt nature, 
yet it is poſſible to Grace, as before. (2) The wil predetermi. 
ned to one aCt has an habitual indifference or radical flexibilitie 
to the oppoſite aCt ; and therefore the impoſlibilitie 1s only con. 
ditionate and limited. A reverend Divine ſuppoſeth, That God; 
determinative coxcurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin leaves it undenia- 
ble, that the mater of al his Laws, in reference to al ſuch attions, art 
a ſimple and moſt ſtriily natural impoſſibilitie. Which I conceive 
to be a great miſtake, and that according to the confeſſion of our 
principal Adyerſary, Strangins, who bib. 3. cap. 8. pag. 625. ſpeaks 
thus: Therefore the Divine determination either by efficacious grace, 
or any other way [[which includes concurſe to the entitative act of 
ſin] being granted, there 4s truly inferred a neceſſutie of the conſe 
quence ;, | £47 that att of the wil unto which it #5 determined by God 
muſt neceſſarily follow, but it is not a neceſſitie of the conſequent, which 
in its own nature remains contingent ; and therefore in a compoſite ſenſe 
the wil , when it is determined by God to aft, cannot but att, Whence 
In libero arbi- ſome Scholemen fay, That in free-wil there 1s a ſimultie of power to op- 
rio eſt fimul- poſites, but not a power of ſimultie, i. C. a power of embracing oppoſites 
c—_— m_ at one and the ſame time : whereof the reaſon is this, becauſe a power to 
non potentia 0/7 att is rot oppoſed to the power unto the negation of the ſame aft, or 
ſimultatis, 4/- #0 4 Contrary att , but two contraries or contr adittories cannet be toge- 
Varets ther in the ſame ſubjett. Of which mater Alvarez diſcourſeth lear 
nedly, de Auxil.l. 9. Diſp. 94+ & 1. 12, Diſp. 115. Note wel here, 
that Srrangins in this point fals in with the Dominicans, and full 
aſſents wo, conſents to their mode of conciliating Divine determi. 
nation with human libertie, which if the fore-mentioned reverend 
Brother and others would do, I ſhould judge our Controverſie ve- 
ry near, if not fully at an end. The ſum of al is this, That the de- 
termination 
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termination or predetermination of Divine concurſe to this or 
that a&t doth not make the negation of that a&, or a contrary 
aCt a ſimple or moſt ſtriftly natural impoſſibiltie , as ſome would per- 
ſuade us, but only infers a neceſſitie of the conſequence, the wil 
having ſtil, 5» ſenſ# di2iſo, 3. e. on ſuppoſition of the withdrawment 
of Divine concurſe, an habitual indifference to act or not to act, 
though, x ſenſ# compoſito , as predetermined by Divine concurſe, 
it cannot but act. Or ſummarily thus: The wil has at that very 
time, when it is predetermined by God to this or that act, an ha- 
bitual power or radical indifference to the negation of that aCt, or 
to the putting forth a contrary act : _— Divine predetermina- 
tion excludes only a contrary act , not the radical power to that 
aCt. Thus alſo Davenant, Animadv. againſt Hoard, p.240,333,341, 
360, 402. proves ſtrongly and accurately , That abſolute Elettion 
and Ryprobation may ſtand with a poſſtbilitie to contrary events, though 
not with contrary events. Of which more hereafter. 
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$. 5. The next terme that fals under conſideration is the Wil of The wil of God, 
God, its different Ideas and various Acceptions in the Scri- #ts diſtributi- 


ptures, under which our Opponents concele themſelves, and their 9% © 


miſrepreſentations of our ſentiments. The ancient diſtin&tion of 
the Devine wil, ( which they ſay Hugo de S. Viltore firſt formed) 
was, into voluntatem ſigns & voluntatem beneplaciti, Gods ſienificative 
wil and his beneplacite wil. (1) Gods ſignificative wil they make 
to conliſte of Precepts, Promiſſes, Prohibitions, Permiſſions, Counſels, 
and Admonitions. By Permiſſions here we muſt underſtand ſuch as 
are moral, not natural, which as to fin properly belong to Gods 
beneplacite wil, as anon. This ſignificatrve Wil of God ſome Di- 
vines terme his Reveled wil, from Dent. 29. 29. others terme it 
his ye or _—_ wil - others his Approbative wil, where- 
by he declares what he approves and what he diſapproves, of 
which ſee Davenant Animadv. againſt Hoard, pag. 222, 356, 391-- 
399. Laſtly learned Chamier, and Daille out of him, terme this 
ſignificative wil of God, his wil cuegsrias, of complacence, or compla- 
cential wil , whereby he declares, what is moſt agreable to him, 
and what not. Our judicious Davenant makes uſe alſo of this 
terme, as having one and the ſame Idea with the former notion of 
Gods Approbative wil. Theſe ſeveral notions of Gods ſionificative 
wil, albeit they may differ in ſome formalitie , yet they agree in 
ſubſtance and import, denoting Gods reveled wil touching mans 
dutie, and that which is moſt agreable to his holy wil and nature. 

D (3) As 
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(2) As for Gods Beneplacite wil, commoniy 1'11:d his wil eufoxias, 
of good pleaſure , It is that whereby he decrees, effects, Or permits al 
events and effefts : whence it is diſtributc 4 into efe:ve and per- 
miſſrve, Gods effeltsve beneplacite wil , is i1at whereby he decrees 
and produceth al natural and ſupernatural cffetts: Gods permiſ- 
ſive beneplacite wil, is that whereby according to his eternal Decree 
he efficacioully permits the exiſtence of ſin. 

This diſtribution of the Divine wil is greatly oppoſed by the 
Pelagians, Arminians, and new Methodiſts. (1) The Jeluites, 
whom we may without. breach) of charitie terme Pelagians, do 
what they can to baffle this diſtinCtion : ſo Molina, the Head of 
that FaCtion, i Thom. Part.1. Queſt.19. Art.12. tels us, That theſe 
ſugns of the Divine wil ſignifie properly and formally ſome nelition or wo- 
lition in God; and therefore Gods ſignificative wil cannot be con- 
tradiſtinguiſht to his beneplacite wil. The ſame 1s urged by the 
Armiaians. But the Orthodox both among Papiſts and Prote- 
ſtants replie , that Gods reveled ſignificative wil is only equivoral- 
ly, analogically, figuratively and improperly termed his wil , as the 
Edits of Princes, and Laws of States. So Sanderſon de Obligatione 
Conſcientie, Prelett, 4. feft. 20, tels us 5 That Gods beneplacite wil is 
that whereby God has from al Eternitie conſtituted with him(clf what he 
wil do : bis ſienificative wil is that whereby he has appointed unto us a 
Law, by ſiemfying what he wil have done by us. Whercof the former 
25 properly and unrvocally the wil of God , but this later improperly and 
analogically ſo calied. The like Davenant , Animaaverl. pag. 392. 
It's true, Divines grant, that this ſignificative wil of God has ſome 
Decree or Act of the beneplacite wil anſwering thereto : for the 
wiſe God decreed ,, that this or that ſhould be mans dutie ; but 
they denic that this reveled wil of God rouching mans dutie is 
the ſame with his decretive wil touching events. (2) Our Ad- 
verſarics pretend , that by this diſtinCtion of the _— and 
beneplacite wil we make two oppoſite wils in God, and ſuch as claſh 
each with other. This makes a reverend Brother to reject this 
diſtinCtion, as of no uſe in our preſent caſe. But Divines anſwer, 
that theſe wils are not oppoſite in God , but only diſparate and 4i- 
verſe : the things decreed, and the things reveled and conſtituted 
by Gods ſignificative wil may oppoſe each other , but the decre- 
tive and reveled wil never oppoſe cach other. The moſt holy 
and wiſe God really intends whatever he commands,or approves, 
with an intcntion that it ſhal be mans dutie , and oy if ap 

ormed, 
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formed, but not alwayes with an intention that it ſhal be effet- 
ed. - (3) Our Opponents, and particularly the new Methodiſts, 
confound Gods Beneplacrte Decretwve Wil, with his Wil of Com 
placence and Approbation : and under this confuſion endeavor to 
iſ ſecure their oppolition againſt Gods willing the Permiſſion of 
Sin. Thus Strange, I. 3. C. 2. p. 548. None can be ſaid to wil 
what he doth not approve. Thence others make Love of compla- 
he cence eſlential to al acts of the Divine Wil: and thence con- 
clude, if God wil the permiſſion of Sin, he muſt neceſſarily take 


by complacence therein. But the replie hereto is not difficult : we 
of ſay, that God takes complacence in al his own Adts, but not in 
eſe al the objects they refer unto : but now love of complacence is 
_ not ſo termed from the act, but object about which it is conver- 
MN. ſant ; which mult be ſome good cither natural or moral. Whence 
he it is evident, that God may wil the permiſſion of Sin, and its 
ay exiſtence as a conſequent thereto, and yet not take complacence 
we in or approve of fin. See more of Gods Wil and its various Di- 
he ſtributions, Court Gent. P. 4. B. 2.C. 5.8. 3. 


$.6. The laſt terme that needs our Explication is Divine Con- Of Divint Cc 
curſe, its Immediation, Efficacitie and Predetermination. Strangius, ©" 
he L.1. c. 11.p. 59. diltinguilheth Coxcurſe from Influxe thus : (1) In- 
fluxe is more large than concurſe : for the cauſality of every effi 
cient is termed Influxe; and therefore the Influxe of God is ſeen 


ns in many things, in which his concurſe is not, as when he atts 
- without the concurrence of a ſecond cauſe. Thence, (2) the 
__ terme Jnfluxe is abſolute, not denoting the reſpect of any other 
he cauſe, but that of concurſe is relative. I have no mind to quar- 


rel about termes without jult ground, and therefore can eaſily 
admit this diſtinction , though it make neither for nor againlt 
either party. But that which more immediately concerns our 


uf preſent controverſie is, 1, To give the true Idea and Notion of —_ "= 
Oh Immediate Concurſe, as generally aſſerted and ſtated in the Scholes : 

Nie —_ we ſhal endeavour to explicate both negatively and poſi- 

4: vely. 

1, (1) Negatively, Immediate concurſe to an Aft conſiſtes not in 

n” the preſervation of the principe , or rendring of it apt and habile 

any for ay congenerous action. 1 know a learned and pious Divine, 

ty who ſeems in termes to grant immediate Cancurſe as to the ſub- 

64 ſtrate mater of ſinful aCtions, yet in the cloſe placeth it only in 


this, That God as the firſt Mover, ſo far excite and altuate thoſe 
D 2 


powers, 
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powers, as that they are apt and habile for any congenerous attion, 
ro which they have a natural deſignation; and whereunto they are not 
ſinfully diſinclined. But al this, as I conceive, no way reacheth 
the tive notion of Immediate concurſe, neither is it conſiſtent 
with it ſelf, For, [1] If God 4s the firſt mover excite and attu- 
ate thoſe powers, then are they neceſſarily by him drawn or ap- 
plied toaft, which is more than being apt and habile for any con- 
generous altion : Certainly to excite and aCtuate a power is more 
than to render it apt and habile for an a&tion. ['27 If the 
Powers by Gods exciting of them are rendred only apt and habile 
for any congenerous aCtion, then where is immediate concurſe as 
to the Aft? Did or would any terme this immediate concurſe, 
ſo far to excite and attuate thoſe powers, as that they are apt and 
habile for any congenerous Altion ? [3] What this Aptitude and 
Habilitie is, which the Powers receive by being thus excited and 
actuated by God, I cannot divine: Are not the powers of the 


ſoul as powers: apt and habile for natural aftions, ſuch as the ſub-. 


ſtrate mater of ſin is? What other Aptitude or Habilitie doth God 

ive unto the natural faculties as to ſinful afts, but merely the 
Ficultic of ating ? Necd ſinners any other facultie, power, Apti- 
tude or Habilitie to ſin, but the rational faculties depraved ? 
It's true, God _ thoſe facultics to the entitative act of that 
which is ſinful, but yet doth not adde any aptitude or habilitie 
to ſin. [4] Doth not Durand and his Seftators grant al this, 
and yet denie immediate concurſe as to the entitative act of ſin ? 
The Hypotheſis of Durandus doth no way exclude any kind of 
Aptitude or Habilitie, but rather include the ſame; it only ex- 
cludes the immediate application of the power to its aft; which 
alſo is excluded by this laxe notion of Immediate concurſe. 
[5] Laſtly, if they who oppoſe Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate 
mater of al ſinful acts, do indeed and in truth aſſert and owne an 
immediate concurſe to any one entitative act that is ſinful, ab 


thoſe black and direful conſequences, which they caſt on the 


aſſertors of Predetermination, may with as much facilitie be re- 
torted on them, as we ſhal demonſtrate, chap. 5. g. 4. Henee, 

(2) Affirmatively, Immediate concurſe as to its formal Idea not- 
only gives an Aptitude or Habulitie to att, bit alſo immediately pro- 
duceth the very att it ſelf. That this notion of immediate con- 
curſe is univerſally received in the Scholes, is moſt evident. I 
ſhal deſire the Reader. to conſult our Countrey-man Comprox 

| Carleton, 


a— — — c a} MDO@ P—=II PS 


A nn 775A md .ia wc 2% 2; Wl }_ wy a as aww Oc _ £4 


I" © ww tk Aa wc 


FA OA a 


*F mas ms v.18 © Q CQO CY 


Chap.1. Efficacioas and predeterminant Concurſe. 


Carleton, a learned and acute Jefuite, who had his firſt educa- 
tion in Cambridge, and is more moderate than moſt of that faCti- 
on, | He ſaith, Philoſoph. Diſput. 28. de Cauſa prima, Set. 3.p. 319. 
God therefore concurs with al his Creatures mmediately to al their 
attions, not only by the Immediation of Virtue, but alſo of Suppoſite, 
i. e. that attion, whereby the creature operates, doth alſo flow imme- 
diately from God himſeif, and not from any other ſubſtituted in his 
lace, A clear explication of Immediate concurſe, ſo far as it 
regards its Immediation. Whence Dyſpx. 29. Sect. 2. he deter- 
mines thus, touching Gods Immediate concurſe to the act of Sin: 
IWe muſt ſay therefore, that God deth phyſically and immediately con- 
cur to the aft of ſin, _ with the create Wil. And he confirmes 
this Hypotheſis by Arguments out of Aquinas, Swarez, Vaſques, 
Anſelme, Tanner, Zumel, Monteſinus, Muldernus, «Arriaga , and 
Oviedo. So that this notion of Immediate concurſe ſeems to have 
been generally entertained by al parties, both Thomiſts, Scotiſts, 
and Feſuites, as that which is moſt rational and felC.eviden- 


Cing. 


21 


2, But the principal point in controverfie is touching the Eff: Eficacions and 


cacitie and Predetermination of Divine Concurſe;, wherein the Je- —_ 


ſuites and Arminians oppoſe the Dominicans and Calviniſts. 1 
muſt confeſs, when I firſt undertook the explication of. Divine 
Concurſe, ſpecially as to the ſubſtrate mater of Sin, I ſtudioſely 
avoided the terme Predetermination, (although it be ſrequently 
fathered on me) as 1s intimated Court Gentiles, P. 4. B. 2.c. 11, 
$. 7. partly to avoid needleſs conteſts about words, and partly 
becauſe I would not profeſſedly eſpouſe the intereſt of any ons 
Seft, but adhere to Scriptural termes; but. ſince, upon a more 
accurate inquiry, finding the terme expreſlely laid down in 
Scripture, and that as to the very mater in controverſie, touch- 
ing Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, I ſee no reaſon 
why we may not make uſe of it, notwithſtanding the prejudices 
ſome endeavor to load it with. Therefore for the more ful ex- 
plication of this terme I ſhal endeavor to ſhew, (1) What eff- 
cacious concurſe notes ;, and (2) How this efficacious concurſe may be 
termed Predeterminative, 


1. Divine Concurſe is termed efficacious as it doth moſt po- . 
. . . . . E 34 
tently and invincibly produce its effeft. The, Grecanic terme, pore = 


whereby the efficacstie of Divine Concurſe is expreſſed in the 
Xriptures, is wigy na, efficacitie, Or energie, which notes the puiſſart 


force 


42 .  Eficaciow Concurſe what. Book] 


Eph. 1.19 force of any operation. $0 Epheſ. 1. 19. xare Th» uigyeiar Th ng 
Ts This io9@- dura, according to the et ere or efficacions working of 
the- might of hi: power. Here 1s, (1) Power or force. (2) .Myyle 
of power or moſt potent power ,, and (3) The efficacious working of 
this moſt potent power « Which note the puifſant cficacitie at di 
vine concurſe, Thence the Syreac renders it RIMITAYA, accord. 

Epheſ. 3-7. #12 to the efficace, S0 Epbeſ. 3. 7. nas Thu Uigynay Ths Surdyna, 
according to the energie Or efficace of bis power. The like, Phil 

Phil. 3-21. 3. 21. xeTes Thy wigynts 5% Ivager durdy x anTdtar houTg TH 
mdyTe, according to the efficacious working, whereby he 1s able even 
to ſubdue althings unto himſelf. So (7%. 1. 29. xata Tl Uigyna 
dur Tho Sipyeuiplu Us ket UW Puraye, according to bis efficaciou 
working, which worketh in me mightily. In al theſe Texts we haye 
mighty power, yea omnipetence joined with the efficace of divine 
Concurſe; which demonſtrates its invincible manner of work. 
ing, in the produCtion of al its effects. So that wigyaa !'gnifics 
Gods intime preſence with al ſecond Caules, and ethcacious con 
curring with and actuating of them in al their operations. The 
like import may be applied to its conjugate wegys7, which notes, 
to effett any thing in the moſt efficacious manner, 10as to overcome 

: Cor.12.6,1T+ al reſiſtence —_ againſt the force of the Agent. So 1 Cor, 12.6, 
6 Uty yy T6 TvTa, Who rr worketh althings. The like v. 11, 
of which hereafter. This efficacious concurſe, as it cooperates 
with the ſecond cauſe is termed guyigyea cooperation Or concurſe, 
and ovregyey, to cooperate. SO eAHark 16. 20. oy xveis euyegyore®, 
the Lord cooperating, Or efficaciouſly concurring. Soellewhere, that 
weyery as applied to God notes his attoſe, efficacious, and pre 
determinative concurſe in and with althings, 1s evident from the 
uſe of the word both in ſacred and profane Authors. So with 
Phavorinus wgybGy, 18 dTolpas Tegorny, to work readiy. It's rendred 
by the Syriac, ſometimes Ay, to work, As 1 (or. 12.6. 3 Wpydy 
Ta wdvre @ wecy* Where it notes not only an univerſal general 
conturſe, but a particular, preſent, certain, efficacious force Or effi. 
cacitie of Divine Concurſe, exerting it ſelf in al individual as 

Rom. 7. 5 and effects. Again, wegyaiy is rendred by the Syriac, Roms 7, 5, 

2 Cor. 4-12. and 2 Cor. 4. 12. by VUENNR, to work, to att with diligence, to 

x Cor. 12: ITs be effcacions, as Boderianus, And 1 Cor. 12. 11. it is rendred by 
"WD, to att, to work,, to perform, to effett, as Boderianus. Laſtly, 

Eph. 1.17, It is rendred by the Syriac, Epeſ. I. 11, WD 557, who hath 
effeacionſly wrought althings, Which ſufficiently — 
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the precictermination of Gods concurſe, as to al cond cauſes and 
ats. H-nce, 


2. This efficacious Concurſe, as it determines and applics the petwminetive 
ſecond canſe to act, is both in ſacred Scripture and by ſcholaſtic Concuſ what, 


Theologues termed Determmative and Predeterminative, We find 
both theſe termes in Scripture applicd to Divine Concurſe, Thus 
beitey, from 8g@- 4 terme or It; (1) primarily and properly 
ſignifies ro termene, ſet bounds or lits to any cauſe , effett, or thing. 
So Afts 17. 26. felons merrerey hes xougbe x} Tas begheoiag, and 
hath determined the times before appointed, and the bounds of thi ha- 
bitation : 4, e. God has determined or predetermined to cvery 
Man, Nation, and Kingdome their fixed termes of duration and 
life. So Arrian, Epitter. lib. 1. cap. 12. ſpeaking of God, he faith, 
2 Wuroir ox Garew And Virgils Song is remarquable : Star ſua 
ing, ares, Every ones day ſtands fixed or determined : which Ser- 
vius underſtands , of the fixed determined period of human life. So 
that we ſce that not only ſacred Philoſophie, but the very Pagans 
by their dim light, aſſerted a fixed period of Divine life, as deter- 
mined by God ; albeit ſome that profeſſe themſelves Chriſtians 
denie the ſame. Then he addes, & Tas 6egfsvians, and the bounds, 
or the poſition of termes : for 6&ghegie properly ſignifies the poſirior 
of termes Or limits to any cauſe, altion, fe. or thing. God by his 
eternal Decrce has predetermined or ſet term:s and limits to al fe- 
cond cauſes, their actions, effects, and events : there is nothihg ſo 
contingent in nature, but it is predetermined by the Divine wil, 
We find the Verbe 8eiZ«v applied to times and places, as wel as to 
cauſes and aCts: So Heb. 4.7. 5eiter nutgar, he determines or limits 
a day. Thence in the Gloſlarte, ju959 nuigg is a ſtated or deter- 
mined day : and 10 ceife @ thay, 1 termine Or limit as to place. 
Whence Heſychins makes 5elfe, he determines, to be the ſame with 
begr Sid aer, be grves terme or limit. Thence alſo jeite with the 
LXX. aniwers to AJ to term:ne, determme, or conſtitute tr; mes tO 
any Place or thing , Num. 34.6. 7oſh. 13.27. & 15.11. alfo to 
79 to be bonaded- Or determined. Whence laſtly cerouds ſignifics 
a dtfinitzon, which is the terme or boundary of an eſſence, accord- 
ing to { zcero, who renders it, the circumſcription of a thing. (2) 
From this primary notion of Jeiey follows a ſecondary, namely, 
to decree, deſtine to @ certain end, predeſtine, predetermine. In which 
ſenſe it ſignifies the ſame with Texzeiter, to predetermine : and fo 
it is transferred to pred:ſtination, preactermnation, Or the decree and 


purpoſe 


Aﬀ. I7. 26, 


Heb. «+ wy” 
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Luke 22. 22, 


Ads 2, 23. 


Predetermind- 
tive concurſe 
what in S$cri- 
Prures 

x Cor. 2. 7. 
Rom. 8. 25,30. 
Eph. 1.5, 11. 
Acts 4. 28. 
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purpoſe of the Divine wil, even about the ſubſtrate mater or enti. 
rative act of ſin; as Luke 22. 22. x7! 7d weroulor, 4s it was deter. 
mined, Or predetermined, decreed. Our Lord ſpeaxs of his Cruci. 
fixion, which was the greateſt of fins and intrinſecally evil, and 
yet [o! as to the ſubſtrate mater or entitative act, predetermi-. 
ned and decreed by God. The ſame As 2. 23. Him, being del; 
vered by the determinate counſel, and foreknowledge of God : aus. 
why Beaf, by that defined, determined, Or predetermined counſel : of 
which more Chap. 3.$. 2. Hence M1 to decree , deliberate , deter. 
mine is expounded by Theodotion, Fob 22. 28. zagey And Hey 
chius makes 6eife he. determines ſynonymous to xelre, S6warite, Icy: 
oiy, Which when .applied to the Divine wil note predefinition and 
predetermination. 

As the ſimple 3elZ«y, ſoalſo the compoſite wggveifay, to prede- 
ſtine or predetermine is uſed ſix times in the N. T. (1) of things ap- 
pertaining to ſalvation, 1 (or. 2.7. (2) of perſons eleCt, Rom.$. 
29, 30. Eph. 1.x, 11. (3) of the ſubſtrate mater 0r entitative act 
of ſin, yea that which was intrinſecally evil. So Att. 4. 28. For 
to dowhatſoever thine hand and thy counſel determined before , or pre- 
determined to be done. For 10 nez#aue yur may more properly 
be rendred. ggve/Zer primarily ſignifies to predefine , predeſtine, 
predetermine, to ſet limits, bounds, termes to perſons or things. Thence, 
as to this preſent text and point, when it is ſaid here , that thoſe 
who crucified Chriſt did what Gods hand and counſel predetermined to 
be done, it muſt be underſtood of the ſubſtrate mater or entitative 
act, which was predetermined by God, as in what follows, Chap.z. 
$. 2. The Syriac verſion interprets wgyve/Zey by TWIN to ſeal, 


conſtitute, or make firmany thing , which is rendred by the LXX, 


TaTlav, larly, Wrdrlay, to order, diſhoſe, conſtitute, mſtitute. The 
Divine Wil and Decree gives order, con#tutution , limitation, deter- 
mination, yea predetermination to althings: al perſons and things, 
times and places, ends and means receive termes , limits, deſti- 
nation, and predetermination from the Divine Wil and Decree. 
Hence meyoeley in the N. T. is made ſynonymous to wegywysorey, 
to forcknow, 1 Pet. 1.20. to Tear, to preordain, Att. 17. 26. 
tO rggrifivar, to propoſe, Or purpoſe, Rom. 1.13. Eph. 1. 9.to aggro 
petey, to prepare, Rom. 9.23. 1Cor.2.9. By al which we evi- 
dently ſee, what footſteps prederermination, and as to the ſubſtrate 
mater or entitative aCt of {in, has in the ſacred Scriptures. 


we 
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i We now procede to examine this notion as uſed by ſcholaſtic Predetermina- 
4 
i 


Theologues , and howfar their ſentiments thereof are applicable #2! Concarſe 4 


to our preſent Controverſie. (1) Some diſtinguiſh between Gods ©*** aw 


d predefinition and his predetermination : his predefinition they reſtrain froe. 


i to his Decrees, and his predetermination to his Concurſe. Others 
s diſtinguiſh the predetermination of God into extrinſec and intrin- 
7 ſec : by extrinſec predetermination they underſtand the a&t of the 
of Divine Wil or Decree , whereby the creature is predetermined 
Fe to att : by intrinſec predetermination they mean the previous motion 
p- of God upon the creature, which continually moves and applies 
" it to act. But I ſhould rather diſtinguiſh predetermination, (as 
d Creation and al other Acts of God ad extra )into attive and paſſive: 


[1] By attive predetermination I mean nothing elſe but the Act or 
þ Decree of the Divine wil, whereby al ſecond cauſes, perſons, aCts, 
D- effects and things receive their termes, order, and limitation as to 
J power and aftivitie. This is the ſame with predefinition , pre- 
+ deſtination , and extrinſec predetermination. I hat this active 
r predetermination procedes only from the efficacious previous act 
p of the Divine wil, without any impreſſion or aCtual influxe on 


y the ſecond cauſe has been defended by Scorus and others of great 
t, name in the Scholes, and that on invict reaſons : for if God wil, 
» that the ſecond cauſe, ( ſuppoſe it be the human wil) a@, imme- 
e diately on the volition of God the action of the ſecond cauſe wil 
0 follow, not from any previous impreſſion on the ſecond cauſe, but 
e from its natural ſubordination and as it were ſympathie with the 
E firſt cauſe: as at the beck of the human wil every inferior facul- 
l, tie of man moves. See Suarez, de Auxil.l. 1.c.5. n. 3. and Court 
£ Gent.P 4.B.2.c.7.4.3. [2] By paſſive predetermination | underſtand 
@ the concurſe of God as applying the ſecond cauſe to its at, and 
_ not really, but mentally or modally only diltinCt therefrom : Far as 
J attive predetermination is the ſame with the Divine wil, ſo paſſive 
\ predetermination is the ſame with the ſecond cauſe, its act and 
.. effect, as we have demonſtrated Court Gent. P.4.B.2.c8.5.1. 
* (2) Predetermination is uſually diſtinguiſhed into phyſic or na- Predeterninati- 
tural, and ethic or moral. This diſtinftion dependes on that of ®” poſi —_ 
- cauſes into phyſic, and moral: a phyſic or natural cauſe is that which 
L is truly efficient, and ſo doth really influence the a& and effect, in 
. a way of proper efficience or cauſalitie : whence an Ethic or moral 
caſe is that which doth not immediately, directly, or in a way of 
. real proper efficience produce _— and effect, but only morally, 
| by 


26 


Predetermindtion phyſc and merel. Book Wh. 


by propoſing objects, motives , precepts, promiſſes, or the like 
moral means and influences , with excitements and perfuaſions. 
Thus proportionably we may diſtinguiſh predetermination into 
phyſic and moral. [1] By phyſic predetermination we muſt under- 
ſtand not corporal, or natural in a ſtrit notion, which is proper 
only to things inaminate or Brutes , but ſuch a predetermination 
as really applies the Agent or ſecond cauſe to its aCt , and really, 
yea immediately influenceth both act and effect. Thus Sua- 
rez., Metaphyſ. Diſput. 17. ſett. 2. num. 2. A phyſic cauſe [and ſo 
predetermination”] mm this place 1s not taken for a corporal or natural 
cauſe , ating by corporeous and material motion ; but it's taken more 
univerſally, for a cauſe that truly and really influenceth the effett : 
for as nature ſometimes ſignifies any eſſence , ſo phyſic or natural 
influxe ts that which by true and proper cauſalitie worketh the effelt - 
ro which when a moral cauſe ts oppoſed, it is to be underſtood of ſuch a 
cauſe which doth not of uſelf and truly att, yet it doth ſo carrie itſelf, as 
that the effeft may be imputed to it : ſuch a cauſe 1s he that comforts, 
beſeecheth , or hunders not when he may and ought. Hence [2] by 
woral predetermination, as it regardes Gods influence on the moral 
rational world , we muſt underſtand his moral influence on man 
as his laſt end, his ſtating mans dutie by moral precepts, inviting 
thereto by Evangelic promiſles, dehorting from ſin by penal com- 
minations, and al other moral influences. Here we are to note, 
that albeit phyſic and moral predetermination be comprehended 
under phyſic and moral cauſalitic , yet the later is more compre- 
henſive than the former : for phylic predetermination properly 
belongs to a ſuperior cauſe as acting on an inferior, but phyficcan- 
falitie to any efficient, as Stragins doth wel obſerve. 5 
But to ſum up the whole , both the Dominicans and Calviniſts 
agree with the Jeſuites and Arminians in this, That the holy God 
doth not morally predetermine any to ſin : for he neither counſels, 
encourageth, commandes, or invites any one tothe leaſt fin. The 
Queſtion therefore muſt be underſtood of phyſic predetermination ; 
which I ſhal deſcribe according to the explication of Strangius, 
{.2. £.4. p.159. thus : © By the phyſic predetermination of God in 
© this place ts underſtood the ation of God , whereby he moves 
Cand appLes the ſecond cauſe to act, and fo antecedently to al 
© operation of the creature ; or in order of nature and reaſon be. 
© fore the creature workes, God really and efficaciouſly moves it 
toattinal its actions: :.e. he ates and cauſeth , that the crea- 
*ture 


Chap.1. Predetermination phyſic end mor el. 

«ture ates and cauſeth whatever it aftes and cauſeth : ſo that 
« without this premotion of God the creature can do nothing : and 
© this premotion being given it is impoſſible, in a compoſite ſenſe, 
©that the creature ſhould nat act and do that, unto which it is pre- 
© moved by the firſt cauſe. And more particularly, though con- 
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ciſely, as for Gods predetermination of the human wil, Srrangine, Pradetermi- 
1.2. c. 11. p. 244- gives it us thus: To predetermine the wil, as they nare volunta- 


teach, is to applie the wil to alt, and to make it at. Which deſcripti- 
of | y— I do readily cloſe with, and fo the Queſti- 
on before us wil be ſummarily this, 


rem eſt appli- 
care volunta- 

tem ad agen- 
dum, & facere 


Whether God doth by an efficacious power and influence move and urfaciat,Strang- 


predetermine men unto al their natural attions , even thoſe that have 
ſon annexed or appendent to them? Affirm. 

I am not ignorant , that @ reverend and learned Divine who 
oppoſeth our Hypotheſis, ſtates the queſtion otherwiſe, as if we 
held , That God doth by an efficacious influence univerſally move and 
determine men to al their ations ;, even thoſe that are moit wicked. 
But this Hy ſis, as propoſed and intended, I know no ſober 
mind but abhors : whoever ſaid, that God determines men to the 
moſt wicked aCtions as ſuch ? were not this to make him the Au- 
thor of ſin, which every pious ſoul deteſtes? For to determine to 
wicked actions as ſuch , implies alſo a determination to the wick- 
edneſſe of thoſe aftions: and this determination cannot be phy- 
ſic; becauſe ſin as fin has no phyſic cauſe or determination : there- 
fore it muſt be moral: and ſurely whoever determines morally to 
the moſt wicked ations cannot but be the moral cauſe, and Au- 
thor of them: and is not this an high piece of blaſphemie ? We 
are ſo far from aſſerting , that God determines men to the moſt 
wicked aCtions, as that we ſay, he determines men to no wicked 
action; no not the. leaſt : Yea we adde further, that in aftions 
ſincerely but imperfeftly good, and in part ſinful, albeit God 
predetermines men both naturally and morally to the goodneſſe 
of the aCtion , and naturally to the ſubſtrate mater or natural a&, 
yet he predetermines not to the vitioſitie of the aft, or the aCt as 
ſinful. So the ſum and whole of our Hypotheſis is this, That 
God doth by an efficacious power and influence move and predetermine 
men unto al their natural attions , even ſuch as have ſin appendent to 
them, This Hypotheſis we no way dout but to make good both 
by ſcriptural and rational demonſtration. 


E 2 CHAP, 


CHAP. IL 


The ſtate of the Controverſie. 


(1) Ten general Propoſitions wherein the New Methodiſts and Pre. 
determinants agree. (2:) The New Methodiſts differences amon 
themſelves about Preſcience, Futurition, Divine Concurſe, and Geb 
permiſſion of ſin. (3) The differences of the Predeterminants from 
the New Methodiſts about abſolute Decrees, the Faturition, Druine 


Permiſſn, Preſcience, Providence, Predefinition, and Predetermina- 
tion of Sin.. 


T2 E prolixitie we have uſed in explicating and ſtating our 

Queſtion wil render our ſubſequent work- more facile and 
conciſe, For here that old Proverbe holds true, A'good beginning 
# ha'f the work, But before we enter on the Demonſtration of 
our Hypotbeſis it wil be neceſſary to manifeſt, (1) Wherein we and 
thoſe who maintain the Antitheſss do agree. (2) Wherein our Oppo- 
nents, who maintain the Antitheſis , differ among themſelves. (3) 
Wherein we differ from them, The explication of theſe Particulars 
wil not alittle conduce to the more perfect ſtate and determina- 
tion of our Queſtion. 

wherein we and $. 1, Wherein we and our Opponents , who maintain the Antitheſis, 

our Opponents a- do. agree, Some there are who conceive onr differences greater 

go_. than they are ; others on the contrary make them leſſe : our firlt 
work therefore wil be to ſhew, wherein we agree 5, which 1 ſhal en- 
deavor to lay down in the following Propolitions. 

1. Prop. That God hath decreed althings that come to paſſe. Here- 
in our Adverfaries generally concord with us ; albeit they differ 
from us, as alſo among themſelves about the manner how God 
decrees the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. Thas Srrangie,l.3. c.3:p.558. 
© But alſo we confeſſe and ſay , that God doth truly decree al- 
* things that happen , but not althings-in one and the ſame man- 
*ner; but ſome things efeZ5vely, other things permeſſively : which 
*1s the commun opinton of Theologues, according to that famoſe 
* Axiome of Anguitin : There is nothing done, which the Ommipotent 
* doth not wil, either by permitting that it be done, or by doing of it. Yet 
the ſaid Strange , 1n what precedes, gives us a very dangerous 
poſition touching the Divine Decrees : © It is not needful , faith 
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© he, 
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Chap. 2: Wherein we and our Opponents agree. 

« he, that we appoint ſo many particular Decrees of God, touch- 
« ing his Concurſe to be afforded, as there are ations of the crea- 
©ture and particular objects of them, Sithat that one general 
« Decree or Inſtitute of God may ſuffice, whereby he hath deter- 
« mined to concur with al the aCtions of the creature, as he hath 
« given them a power to act, &c. This general Decree , foiſted 
in to ſalve his own Hypotheſis, is moſt unworthy of the Divine 
Being, in that it overthrows the Preſcience of God , impoſeth 
imperfection on the Divine Wil, and opens an effeual dore to 
Pelagianiſme. 

2, Prop. That Eleton of ſome to Grace and Glorie is abſolute, and 
no way dependent on the previſion of any at of man. This Propoſi- 
tion, although it be denied by the Pelagians, Socinians, and Armi- 
nians, yet It is generally granted by our Adverſaries, the New 
Methodiſts, eAmyraldus, Strangirs, Le Blanc, and others. For 
theſe, albeit _ make Reprobation conditional and dependent 
on mans ſin, yet they grant a particular abſolute Election of ſome 
to Grace and Glorie : which to me ſeems very ſtrange and incon- 
ſiſtent with their Hypotheſis about: Reprobation : For if the.De- 
crees of God be abſolute as to Election , why ſhould they not be 
alſo eſtimed ſuch as to Reprobation ? Can the Divine wil be mo- 
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Volitiones 
conditonales 


ved by any thing. but itſelf ? Are not conditional Decrees incon- ſunt alienz 3 
ſiſtent therewith ? Doth not Gol in the glaſs of his own Dzcrees fapientia 8 


foreſee al afts and events of the human wil? Muſt they not then 
be al decreed abſolutely by God ? See hereafter, Chap.5.4.3. 

3. Prop. That God hath a certain Science or Preſcience of fin, as 
wel as of al other Events, This Propoſition is univerſally granted by 
al the New Methodiſts, Amyraldus, Strangins, &c. as alſo by moſt 
Arminians, although it be utterly incompoſlible and inconſiſtent. 
with the ſentiments both of the one and rother Partic. For al 
the wit of man, yea I wil with confidence adde of Devils, wil 
never beable to explicate and demonſtrate a certain preſcience 
in God of things future, but what is originated in and dependent 
on his own Decrees. I muſt ſolemnely profeſte, I can ſee no way 
left to evade the force of Socinus's argument againſt the certaintic 
of Gods preſcience, if we refolve it not into the free determina- 
tion of his own wil decreeing al future events: of which more-i:t 
what follows, (hap. 5. $. 2. | 

4. Prop. That whatever God abſolutely predefines or predeſtines 
from Eternitie; he predetermines m time. th 

Metho-, 


1s Propoſition the New- 


prudentia Det, 
Rat, de Volunt, 


Dez, Diſþ. 20, 
S. I 


39 


wherety we and our Oppayen#+ agree. Book 


Methodiſts ſeem generally to grave. So Strangins, |. 3, c.2. 

547. * When we ſpeak of abſolute predefinition, we willi 
© grant, that the predefinition of God from eternitie, and the 
© Predetermination of the create wil in time mutually follow each 
© other ; ſo that whatever particular ſingular Act God hath ab, 
© ſolutely predefined ſhould be done by us, ta the ſame he doth 
* determine our wil : For whatever hath by his Decree fg 
© predefined, it is neceſſary that he effect the ſame, or cauſe that 
© it be done; becauſe the Decree of God, ſeeing it is abſolute and 
© efficacious, muſt neceſſarily have its effeft ; which it cannot 
© have but by efficaciouſly applying the create wil to the predeki. 
© nite at: otherwiſe, if the wil ſhould not aft that which is pre. 
© defined, the Predefinition and Decree of God would be frultra. 
© ted, which is abſurd. A good conceſſion, which wil be of uſe 
to us in what follows, Chap. 5. $. 3. 

5- Prop. That God doth predetermine the human Wil to al aft; 
and effetts morally good, as alſo to ſome other commun atts and 
effefts. This Propoſition is generally rejefted by the Armini. 
ans, as alſo by Baronius, yet the New Methodiſts, who have 
chalked out a middle Way, $—_ entertain it. Thus Stran- 
gius, l. 3.c.5. p. 584. * We have ſhewen, that God doth not 
<inal things predetermine the human Wil, namely not in aCti. 
© ons intrinſecally evil, and to which Vitioſitie is neceſſarily an- 
© nexed; albeit in things lawful, not only in works of Grace, but 
©alſo in others that are commun, according to his own pleaſure, 
© he determines it, with the preſervation of its own native li- 
© bertie, ſithat he can never offer any violence to the wil, but 
6 wy moves it ſweetly according to its own nature, See more 
on this argument in what follows, c. 3. $. 1. on Prov. 21, 1, 
This great conceſſion of Srrangius indeed cuts the nerves and 
ſinews of al his arguments aepintt our Hypotheſis : For if God can 
and doth predetermine the wil to ſome aCtts, without any vio- 
lence offered to its Libertie, why may he not alſo predeter- 
mine it to al its a(ts, without prejudice to its Libertie? The 
force of this conſequence is ſo ſtrong, that it forceth Bare- 
24 and the Arminians to denie al Predetermination. See Chap, 
5- $. 4: 

' 6. Prop. That God predetermins the Wil tothe ſubſtrate mater of 
ſome ſinful aits, even of ſuch as are not intrinſecally evil. This Pro- 
polition is granted by Stranging, 1, 4. c, 1, p. 766, © But although 
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Gin the aftions of wicked men, when God doth uſe them as fa- 
«ſtruments for the execution of ſome peculiar works, it may per- 
© adyenture be faid, that God doth determine their wils, yet it 
ſeems more incommode to ſay, that God moves and predeter- 
© mines to al other adts, as to aQts of hatred of Gall, blaſphe- 
«mie, &c. So that he yieldeth, that God may predetermige to 
the mater of ſome ſinful a&ts : and indeed it cannot be rationally 
denied ; ſithat Atts imperfectly good are alſo in part ſinful; and 
the ſubſtrate mater of the aft as good and ſinful is the ſame : 
wherefore if God predetermine the human wil to the ſubſtrate 
mater of the aCt as good, mult he not alſo predetermine it to 
the ſubſtrate mater of the a&t as ſinful? When 1 fay, that God 
doth predetermine the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of the att as 
ſinful, As here muſt not, yea cannot be taken Reduplicatively, 
but only Specificatively, as it ſpecifies one and the fame Act, and 
diſtributes | 1nto its oppoſite Adjun&ts of Goodand Evil : So that 
the meaning is no more than this, that God predetermines the wil 
to the ſubſtrate mater or entitative at# which i both good and evil - 
and if he predetermine the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of the Aft 
which is imperfeftly good, (as our Adverfaries grant) he muſt 
alſo neceſſarily predetermine the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of 
the aft whereunto ſin is annexed : becauſe the ſubſtrate mater of 
the AR as good and evil is the fame. When our Adverſaries 
ſhal have given us a rational and diſftinCt folution to this argu. 
ment, I, ſhal confeſs they have done much for the ſubverſion of 
our —_— Of this Argument, ſee Chap. 5. $: 4, 5. 

7. Prop. That there 1 19 real poſitive Aft or Entitze in nature, 
whereof God 14 not the efficient nd This is generally granted by 
al thoſe that denie ſin to be'a poſitive Being. So Strangins, L 3. 
6. 3. P. 557. © There is no Entitie, and noadtion asit is an aQti- 
© on he hes any realitie, whereof God is not the canſe, or which 
© he hath not decreed either abſolutely or reſpectively. So. 4. 
6. 11, p. 859. © The entitie. of the Action is reduced anto God, 
© as thefirſt canſe, on whoſe conturſe and infloxe it dependes. So 
aReverend Divine, Cathol. Theol. Part 1. Seft. 17. p.85. *Itis 
© certain, that as mortar vel aftio is quid naturale, it is of God as 
*the firſt canfe of Nature: and ſo when a ſinner ateth, it is 
© not without the firſt Univerſal Cauſe. One would think that 
this conceſſion, if well ſtated and proſecnted, would put an end 


to our controverſie : For al that we demand is, that the teal poſi.. 
tive 
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tive aft, whereunto ſin is annexed, be from God as the firſt cauſe 
of Nature : But yet what our Oppanents grant, as limited 
them wil not anſwer our expeCtations. For ſome hold with Du. 
randus , that the ation is from God , but not immediately; 
others, thgt it is immediately from.God, yet not by a predetermi. 
native cancurſe. Hence, ' 3 

8. Prop. That God concurs immediately to the ſubſtrate mater o 
entitative att whereunto ſin is annexed, This Propolition is not 
granted by ſuch as follow Durand: either in words or ſenſe, yet 
by others it is. Thus Strangias, 1. I. c. 10. p. 54. But we muſt 
judge, that God doth immeazately reach every attion and effett of the 
creature, and that both by the Immedzation of virtue and ſuppoſite or 
perſon. For as God himſelf, ſo his virtue ts every where preſent and 
energetic. For the proot whereof he cites Iſa. 26. 12. Rom. 11, 
wlt. 1 Cor. 12.6. At. 17.28. with other Scriptures. So Ch, 11, 


p- 61. he confeſſeth, that there is a common influxe of God unto 
al actions, which he cals ayigyerar, the. energie ard efficace of God, 


whereby he doth ſubordinate ſecond Cauſes to bimſelf , ſo that what. 
ever they are or do att, they eſſentially depend on him in both reſpett,, 
Whereby he ſeems to evince, that Gods Influxe doth not only 
render the ſubject habile to act, but alſo immediately reach the 
very act, even that has ſin annexed to it. The like he addes, 
L. 4.c.1. p. 760. <It may truely be ſaid, and men are wont 0 
©to ſpeak, That God is the cauſe of vitioſe actions, albeit he be 
© not the cauſe of the aCtions as they are vitioſe. And more fully 
L. 4. c. 3. p. 783. *From what has been ſaid, it may in ſome 
© manner be underſtood, how in a ſane ſenſe God may be ſaid to 
©:mpel or incline to ſome ſin, when yet he is void of al ſin: ſpe- 
© cially if theſe things be obſerved. (1) That it be not under- 
© ſtood,that God moves or inclines men to in in general. (2) Nei- 
© ther that it be ſaid, that God moves to al ſin, but only to ſuch, 
<in which he uſeth depraved wils as inſtruments to execute his 


© good works. (3) Neither that it be underſtood, that God doth 


c PReY move to ſin ng and formally taken, or ſin as ſin; 
© but only to the material of fin, s. e. not to the ſin of the Action, 
© but to the Aftion as ſubſtrate to the ſin, ſo that he be not the 
* Author of the vitioſitie , which he only permits, but of the 
© ſubſtrate Af, and of his own direftion and ordination, which 
© he exerciſeth about the vitioſe Action, &c. Yea in Actions 
intrinſecally ſinful, he ſeems to grant, that the Act, as it - 

| phylic 


-Chap.2. IWherein we and our Opponents agree. 33 
phyſic or natural Being, is from God, Sol. 4. c. 12. p. 876, 


by © That which is alſo true of Actions which are intrinſecally evil, 
Da. © ſuch as the hatred of God, perjurie, cc. In which alſo we mult 
ly; « diſtinguiſh the phyſic or natural Being from the Ethic or moral 
mr © evil. —— That God concurs to the phyſic action, but not to 
| the moral vice of the attion we haye abvve ſhewen, There are 
"0 two obſervables in theſe conceſſions of Srrangizs, which, if he 
not were candid and uniforme in granting us, would put a period 
yet to the controverſie, ['1] That in Aftions intrinſecally evil there 
ft is a phyſic or natural entitie ſeparable from the ethic or moral vi- 
the tioſutie. | 2] That the phyſic or natural entitie of al ſinful Aftions, 
ea even ſuch as are intrinſecally ſinful, is immeaiately from God, as the 
and firſt cauſe of Nature. But 1 mult confeſſe, 1 cannot find that 
TI, Strangins is candid or uniforme in theſe his conceſſions, but 
II, elſewhere he ſeems to overthrow what he has here granted. 
nto For, | 1 ] He ſometimes aſſerts, that the natural a&t of hating 
7 God is ſo intrinſecally evil, as that the vitioſitie cannot be ſepa- 
At rated from it. Again, [2] albeit he ſeem frequently to grant 
bs, an immediate concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſinful as, yet 
nly when he comes to explain what he intends thereby, he doth too 
the much verge unto, if not wholly eſpouſe Durandw's mediate con- 
les, curſe, as to ads intrinſecally evil. Thus alſo Amyraldus, as it 
'P is wel noted by Le Blanc, Thef. Conciliat. Arbitrit, QC. Thef. 48, 
« 436. 
ally : 9. Prop. That Gods Providence is unverſally and efficaciouſly 
me aitive in the direlting and governing the Sins of men unto his own Glo- 
to rie, This moſt of the new Methodiſts grant, albeit ſome ſeem 
Þe to denie it, at leaſt in part. Our Propoſition is granted by Srran- 
er gins, l. 3.c. 4. p. 469. * Neither doth it follow from our opinion, 
Nel © that any free act is ſubſtraCted from the Providence of God, if 
ch, © man doth that which God permits, ſithat whether it be good or 
his © evil that man doth, God muſt foreknow, and direct and order 
oth <it to the end appointed by himſelf. Sol. 4. c. 1. p. 760. * Fur- 
In; *thermore it muſt be obſerved, which we have oft mentioned, 
ON, © that God albeit he doth not wil ſin as fin, yet he doth adviſedly 
the © permit, direct, and ordain it in the beſt manner, to execute his 
the ©righteous judgements, and illuſtcate his glorie. The like p.764. 
ch * Albeit we denie that God doth ever determine the wil to lin for- 
INS © mally taken, or tothe aCtions unto which ſin is neceſſarily an- 
2 © nexed, yet we acknowledge, that God doth ſo rule and order 
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© the ſinful wils of Men and Devils, that by permitting tenta. 
© tions, offering objects, ſubminiſtrating occalions, denying Grace, 
© which he owes to none, letting looſe the reins to Satan, re. 
©* moving impediments, or by operating in any other ſecret man. 
«ner, the event which he pre-appoints infa a follows, and 
« ſpecially that that work be performed, for the effefting of which 
£ God uſeth their miniſterie. How much would this conceſſion 
conduce to put a period to this controverſie, were our Adver. 
ſarics but ingenuous in their aſſent and conſent to it? Doth he 
not ſay here as much as we, abating only the terme Predetefmi-. 
nation ? and yet elſewhere how doth he ſtart off from what is here 
granted ? 

10. Prop. That God doth no way concur or predetermine the hu- 
man wil to the ſubſtrate mater or entitatrve att of ſin ſo as to be the 
carſe or author of Sin, This Propoſition we chearfully and with 
our whole Souls aſſent and conſent unto; although it be the grand 
deſigne and unwearied endeavors of our Adverſaries, both Pela- 
gians, Jeſuites, Arminians and new Methodilts, to faſten the An- 
titheſis on us, namely, That we make God to be the Author of ſin, 
Which Imputation has been in al Ages of the Chriſtian Church 
faſtened on thoſe that defended Efhicacions Grace and Digine 
Concurſe, as we ſhal ſhew in what follows, Chap. 4. 
wherein our Op. $. 2, Having laid down the general Propoſitions, wherein our 
ponents differ Opponents generally, though not without ſome variation, con- 
among them» cord with us, it follows, that we ſhew briefly wherein they differ 
Jiuts. among themſelves. Indeed, ſo great is the difference of our Ad- 

verſaries, ſpecially the New Methodiſts, Amyraldus, Baromus, 
Strangine, Le Blanc, and others among themſelves in this point 
touching Gods efficacious concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, 
as that it is very difficult for us to forme commun principes or 
Hypotheſes wherein they al agree. And albeit they generally 
agree in their oppoſing our Hypotheſis, touching Gods imme. 
diate predeterminative concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of acti- 
ons intrinſecally evil, yet they lay down their own Antitheſis 
with ſo much caution, ſuſpenſion, and heſitation of mind, as if 
they were afraid the contrary might prove true. Placens, Trattar. 
de Liber. Arbit. p. 174. cunningly waves the determination of 
the Queſtion, with this modeſt concelement of his mind : Truely. 
we, according to the reverence we have towards the infinite Majeſtie of 
God, dare not define what the Dependence of the ſecond cauſe on the 
ff 
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rſt is; It ſufficeth us , that roo much dependexce cannot be aſſerted, 

ovided that it doth not aſperſe God with any the leaſt Spot of our ſins. 
Which we readily cloſe with , renouncing al ſuch dependence as 
brings the holy God under the imputation of ſin, So Barone, 
Metaph. Sett. 8. Diſp. 3. $. 78. pag. 147. having given us the men- 
tion of the Thom;ts previous predeterminative concurſe, namely, 
that the human wil ts in al its motions excited by God, and effic acionſly, 
i. ©. irrefitibly moved, fir#t to att, and then to alt this rather than that, 
before he undertakes the refutation hereof he thus premoniſhes 
us: In the mean while we profeſſe theſe two things : (1) That we do 
much againſt our wil recede from this opinion , and that becauſe we con- 
ceive ſo honourably of thoſe great men, which are Patrones thereof. (2) 
That we are ready , if any thing may follow from this our Doftrine 
againſt any article of faith , to rejett it, Le Blanc, Concil. Arbitr. 
Hum. Theſ. 55. pag: 438. ſeems to wave the Controverſie; yet 
Theſ. 56. he inclines to the opinion of Srrangins, That God cannot 
phyſically promove and predetermine free cauſes to atts entrinſecally evil, 
without being the Author of ſm. But The. 57. he contelleth , That 
provided God be not made the Author of ſin, the dependence of the ſecond 
cauſes on the firſt in ating cannot be too much aſſerted, &c, And 
Theſ. 58. he concludes, That the force and efficace of the Divine pro- 
vidence even about ſinful atts, is not to be reſtrained to a certain gen- 
ral indifferent concurſe ; but that God doth many ways procure, pro- 
move, dirett, and moderate ſinful events. So great is the heſitation 
of our Adverſaries. Yea, how —_ do the very ſame per- 
ſons differ from themſelves in their ſentiments about this point ? 
Doth not the ſame perſon ſometimes ſeem to grant an univerſal 
concurſe immediately influencing al natural afts, and yet elſe- 
where denie the ſame to adts intrinſecally evil ? And fo in other 
points controverted by us. But the differences of our Opponents 
among themſelves are more palpable and viſible as to the tollow- 
ing Particulars. 


I. They are greatly confuſed and at variance among themſelves as Their difterences 
to Gods Preſcience of ſinful atts, Al the New Methodilts gene- 1. about Gods 


rally grant Gods certain preſcience of al ſinful adts, but yet they Preſcience. 
are at a great difference, yea contradiftion among themſelves in 
the ſtating of it. (1) Strange, bb.z. cap.7. p.594. tels us, That 
among al the modes which are wont to be explicated, that ſeems the moſt 
probable , which us taken from the preſence of althings in Eternitse. 
herein he follows the Dominicans, and ſo muſt by conſequence 

F 2 reſolve 
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reſolve the futurition of ſin into the wil of God permitting it, 
which overthrows his Hypotheſis. Yet cap. 8. pag. 622. he re- 
ſolves the certaintie of Gods foreknowing future events into the 
mcre Eſſence of God. And pag. 626. he reſolves It s7to the attions 
themſelves and their determinate cauſes. Laſtly , cap. 10. pag. 646. 
he in down-right termes confelleth, That the ſcience of future ſins 
z5 referred to the ſcience of _—_ Which is al that we contend 
for, and that which neceſſarily reſolves Gods preſcicnce of ſin, 
into the att of his wil permitting it. Some of our Opponents re. 
ſolve Gods certain preſctence of fin into the znfinitude of hu ſcience, 
Thus Le Blanc De Concord. Libert. p 444. Theſ.39. As for the fourth 
epinion, which ſecketh the certitude of Divine preſcience un the infinitie 
of the Divine Intelleft , and in the determinate veritie of thoſe things 
which are contingently future, it L1yeth down nothing but what 1: certain 
end indubitate, Yet The. 40. he confeſſeth , That thes opinion doth 
rot ſatisfie the Queſtion , nor take away the principal difficultie» For 
that which ts here moſt difficult to be underſtood ts , how future contin- 
gents do from Eternitie paſſe from mere poſſibles into the nature of fu- 
rures, that ſo under that reaſon they may be perceived by God. Which 
knot he endeavors to untie, by telling us, that the Shs cauſes that 
give exiſtence to things ſitrre give them alſo their f, turition. But 
this is a very jejune and poor evaiton, as we (hal hereafter ſhew; 
Chap. 5. $. 1. (3) Others refer Gods certain preſcience of ſin to 
the Jeſuites middle ſcience , whereby God foreſees, that if the wil 
of man come under ſuch a connexion of cauſes, circumſtances, 
and providential concurrences, the effeft wil certainly follow, 
albeit in itfelf merely contingent. Thus Lud. Crocins, Dyodec. 
Diſſert. Diſſert. 7. where he largely but weakly defends this med- 
dle ſcience : which Le Blanc, De Concord. Libert . pag. 449. Theſ.26; 
&c. makes to be the opinion of Baronim and others. Le Blanc 
himſelf, pag. 444: The. 4.2. confeſſeth , That it wants not great dif- 
ficultie , how a thing which i ſuppoſed to depend on a cauſe in uſelf inde- 
terminate ſhould be certainly kyowen by the Divine Intelleft : for the 
Devine Intelleft although infinite cannot ſee what is not, nor yet change 
the nature of its object, Whence he concludes, Theſ. 43. That ſe- 
ing there ts ſo much darkneſſe on al ſidet , our ſafeſt and moſt ingenuous 
courſe is to confeſſe our own ignorance herein, The like ſubterfuge 
Strangius makes uſe of, /.3. c. 5. p. 576. &c.6. p. 591. with this 
pretexte , That the mode of Divine preſcience 1s not r:veled in Scri- 
pre, Apoar refuge indeed ! why then do they fo Caring]y ſift 

and 
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and prie into the Divine preſcicnce, and draw it Cown to the mo. 
del of our corrupt reaſon ? We eaſily grant, that the mode of D'- 
vine preſcicnce 1s incomprehenſible by poor mo: tals, and tl.ere- 
fore can content our ſelves with ſcriptural deſcriptions thercof : 
but this we aſſert, that it is impoſlible the Divine preſcience, 
which is in itſelf moſt certain, ſhould depend on the moſt incer. 
tain ambulatory wil of man; and fo much Scripture and Reaſon 
grounded thereon doth fully demonltrate. 

2, Our Adverſaries differ greatly among themſelves about rhe 
ſuturition of ſin, and Gods predefinition thereof. Strangivs, 1.3.C.11, 
holds, That ſome free atts are abſolutely future, and k;rowen of God as 
ſuch, without any Decree predetermining the free cauſes to theſe atts : 
and yet he denies, that thoſe free contingent f:iture: can be knewen by 
God according to any Hypotheſis, which doth not neceſſarily infer the 
determination of the create wil ; and thence which doth not wmcl.:de 
an abſolute Decree of their futurition,Whence it wil follow, that God 
can foreknow no contingent ſirf. | a't as abſolutely future, but what he 
firſt decreed to be abſolutely future , which yet Srrangms admits not. 
Herein he is oppoſed by Le Blanc, De Concord. Livert. pag. 455. 

3. Our Opponents are alſo at variance among themlelves 
touching Gods concurſe, its immeaiation, totalitie , prioritie, efficace, 
and predetermination as to ſinful ait;s, (1) How many of them in. 
cline to the ſentiments of Durand: , denying al immediate con- 
curſe to ſinful afts? And of thoſe that grant immediate concurſe 
in termes, how many yet denie it in realitie ? Among thoſe thet 
grant immediate concurſe both name and thing, do not many 
eſpouſe ſuch conſequences as are inconſiſtent therewith, vea re- 
pugnant thereto? (2) Our Adverſaries alſo differ much about 
Gods total particulzy concurſe to the ſubltrate mater or entitative 
act of ſin. Some grant a total concurſe to the phyſic entitative 
att in the general, but not 1n particular : others grant a total 
concurſe to the entitative act in particular, abſtraCting the refe. 
rence it has to its object : Thus Srrangins, lib.2. cop. 3. who grants, 
that God doth concur by a ſpecia! corctrſe to the ſpecial effetts as they 
are ſpecifically diſtinguiſhed 75t morally but ply/ically \, which is al 
thatwe contend for : Others, on the contrary, make Gods con- 
curſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin only partial and general, allert- 
ing with Melina, Part, 1.4. 14.4.3. Diſp. 6. That God ivonly a par- 
tial canſe of the entitative att of ſin : So a Divine of name among 


us; yea he aſlerts, that God never totally permits ſim, (3) Our 
| Oppo- 


37 


2. The {utwwiti- 
on of ſin. 


3- Dicine C01- + 
Curſe, 


nion as to this point differs but little from that of Baronius. Laſt 


Divine Concurſe. 


tic of Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. Some grant 
Gods concurſe hereto previous, though not predeterminative ; {9 
Strangius : but others make it to be only ſwmultaneons;, aſſerting, 
that God concurs with the wil of man in the ſame moment of 
nature and reaſon, to the ſame alt. So Barons, wherein he alſy 
follows Lzd. Molina and the Arminians, (4) Laſtly, the princi. 
pal difference among our Adverfaries is about the Efficacitie and 
Predetermination of Divine concurſe as to the ſubſtrate mater of 
ſin. Some make the concurſe of God to be only general and in- 
different, and ſo determinable by the ſecond cauſe, as the influence 
of the Sun is by the mater it workes upon. Thus Barons, Meta. 
phyſ. Seft. 8. Diſput. 3. $. 73, 742 75- P48. 142, &c. where he makes 
Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſinful atts to be the ſame with 
that of the Sun concurring to the generation of a man or horſe, Where. 
in he follows the Remonſtrants and Jeſuites , more particularly 
Molina, (oncord. Liber, Arbitr. cum Grat, donis, &c. Queſt, 14, 
Diſput. 26. Thus a reverend Divine of name among our ſelves 
openly aſſerts, that Gods concurſe is determinable by the creature. 
But Strangins, albeit he too far fals in with the ſentiments of Bu 
ronius againſt predetermination; yet he rejects this Hypotheſis 
of a general indiflerent concurſe as too grolle and Pelagian. So 
1.2.C.3. p.154-. We ſay not therefore , that God concurs only by a gene. 
ral concurſe, as the Sun concurs in the ſame manner to the generation 
of a man, and of an horſe, and of a mouſe ;, but we determine, that the 
influxe of God 1s ſpecial to ſpecial effetts , as they are phyſically diſtin- 
guiſhed ſpecie, and unto al kind of entitie, but not to the reaſon of mo- 
ral iniquitie, which conſiſtes in privation. Strangius here ſeems to 
oppoſe Baronius's Hypotheſis touching a general indiffereht con- 
curſe ; but yet, I muſt confeſſe , upon a more accurate reſearch 
I cannot find that he differs materially from Baronius herein : for 
although /. 1. c.1 1. p.61. he cals this concurſe wigyemr, efficace, yet 
he makes it be but commun, and no way determimative, and there- 
fore only indifferent. The like 1. 2. c. 19. p. 373. And Iam very 
poſitive in this, that no man living can rationally exemt them. 
{elves from the imputation of the Jeſuites indifferent concurſe, 
and aſſert an efficacious ſpecial concurſe , but what is determina- 
tive as to the ſubject it workes on. And thence Le Blanc, Concil. 


Arbitr. part. 3. theſ. 36. p. 4.34. confelſeth , That Strangius's 4 
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- Z3aronins denics al predetermination both as to good and evil aftions; 
ant as Metaph. Set. 8. Difpur. 3. $.78, &c, lh 146. Strangms allows 
lo predet ermination to al atts moral y thouzh but imper ſettly cood, and to 
18, Wl many other atts of the wil, whenſoever God pleaſeth, or necd requireth ;, 
of yet he denics it to al alts of the creatures, ſpecially to ſuch as are in- 
[it trinſecally evil, as lib. 2. cap. 4. pag. 162. and elſewhere, Herein 
ci- WI he is followed by ſome Divines of note among our ſelves, who [I 
nd WF am very confident wil never be able to maintain their ſingular 
of W Hypotheſis, but wil at laſt be driven to the opinion of Baromus, 
in WM the Remonſtrants, and Jeſuites, or elſe fal under the lode of al 
ice WM thoſe black conſequences they clog our Hypotheſis with; of which 
'a- WF hereafter, Chap. 5. $.4. 
& 4. Our Adverfaries differ much among themſelves about Gods 4, Gods permiſe 


ith permiſſion of ſin , its nature and efficace. (1) A Divine of repute ſion of /in 


re- WH among our ſelves aſſertet that xo att of ſin, no not the attive ſelling 
ly i of Joſeph, or crucifying of Criſt was willed by God ; but only the paſ- 
4. Wl ſive vendition and cr1icifixion or effe& ;, yea he ſaith, That God 
© Wl dorh rot wil fin as a puniſhment 't: 4 proper ſenſe : but others allow, 
re. Wl that God wils the afts of ſin as perral , or conducib!e to his own glorie, 
4 WH thourh not as ſinful aits. Thus Strangius, l. 4. c. 2. p.773. where 
ſis WE having refuted that diſtin&tion (at firſt framed by Bellarmine, and 
So Wl of late reaſſumed by a Divine of great name among our ſelves) 
c- Wl of ative and paſſive vendition and crucifixion, he concludes thus : 
on WM Therefore here was not an oticſe or idle permiſſion , but an efficax 
be il operation in the ſelling of Joſeph , which is more orthodoxe and 
» i conſiſtent with itſelf , than the former Hypotheſis which ſeems to 
0- Wl be contradictory to itſelf, as hereafter, Chap. 3.$. 2. (2) Some 
0 Ml of our Opponents aſſert , Gods permiſſion of fin to be altogether 
n- Wl incfficacious, yea idle and unactive : but others allow it an cfh- 
h Il cace, and energie for the limiting, direCting, and ordering of ſin- 
x MF ful acts to their proper ends; albeit not about the act itſelf; 
2t MW which I conceive no better than a modeſt contradiction : for how 
- WW can Gods permiſſion limit, direct, and order ſinful ats, but by in- 
y I fluencing the very aCt itſelf materially conſidered ? Sze more of 
l 


this, Chap. 5. $.6 


I 5. Our Adverſaries alſo differ greatly among themſelves about ,, 
- Wl the Nature of fin, its formal Reaſon, Exc. Some, and thoſe of no ſin. 


. Wl ſmal repute among our ſelves , hold fin, as to its formal reaſon, to 
x be a poſitive real Being - which indeed is molt agreable to their 


» I Hypotheſis touching atts intrinſecally evil, which they denie to be 
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as to their ſubſtrate mater or entitative act from God, I muſt 
confelſe this opinion would carry ſomewhat of probabilitie with 
it, if we could with the Manichces hold two firſt Principes or 
Cauſes, one of good, the cther of evil ; but for us that aſſert but one 
{rſt Cauſe of al create poſitive Beings, I cannot imagine how any 
can maintain this Hypotheſis of the poſirzvitie of ſin, without ma. 
king God the Author of fin, or making mans corrupt wil inde- 
pendent, and fo the firſt cauſe of a real poſitive act. Therefore 
Strangins, lib. 1, cap. 13. to avoid theſe black conſequences ſtrong; 
ly argues, with the Octhodoxe, that the formal reaſon of ſin conſiſte 
in privation. But withal we are here to note, that this Hypothe. 
ſis utterly oyerthrows his other Hypotheſis touching acts intrin. 
ſecally evil, which he denies to be from God as to their ſubſtrate 
mater ; of which more hereafter, Chap. 5. $. 5. 

There are other points of moment wherein our Antagoniſts 
differ among, themſelves , as wel as from us; namely, touchin 
the natural or moral libertie of the wil , natural impoſſibilztie and poſt, 
bilitie, Gods decretive and approbative wil, of which before Chap. 1, 
And indeed we nced no way wonder, that our Adverſaries thus 
difter among themſelves , ſithat their Hypotheſis 1s liable to 
many inconſiſtences and contradictions: for -how is it poſlible, 
that they ſhould agree among themſelves, when as their principal 
Hypotheſis is ſo diſagreeing from itſelf ? But more of this when 
we come to the demonltrative part, Chap. 5. 

dif» $F. 3. We procede now to ſhew , Wl erein we differ from thoſe of W « 

uw the new method, Strangius , Baronius, Le Blanc, and others, abou hi 
Gods concurſe to the Febftrate mater of ſin. Immediately on the al 
breaking up of the Synod of Dorr, wherein the Antitheſes and ſen-Y 
timents of the Arminians were ſo ſtrongly and fully refuted, there p. 
ſprang up ſome Divines, who gave their aſſent and conſent to the A 
Canons of the ſaid Synod, but yet contrived a new method , ſpe vi 
cially as to univerſal Grace, Reprobation, and Gods concurſe to the ſub-l th 
ſtrate mater of ſin, 1n order to a coalition with the Arminian par. » 
tie, as we ſhal hereafter demonſtrate. And the principal Agent, on 
who undertook the new modelling this laſt head, was Strangin; i fal 
which he has copioſcly treated of, according to the new method, | tic 
in his Book, De Yolintate + Actiombus Det circa peccatum : whole I ex; 
ſentiments we are to examine in what follows; but at preſent + 
we ſhal only lay down in ſeveral Propoſitions wherein-we differ Þ cac 
from him , and thoſe who follow his method in the ſtating Gods Þ Ne 
Concurſe to the mater of ſin, We aſſert, 1, Prop. 


Ohap.2. As #0 Gods Decrees, Ghc. 4n 


1. Prop. God has an abſolute efficacious Decree about the ſubſtrate 1. As to Gods 
mater or entitative att of al ſin. This Propoſition Strangins, leþ. 3. Pires. 
Cap. 2. pag. 547+ grants to be true in althings but ſin; ſpecially the 
firit ſin, and ſuch aCts as are intrinſecally evil : which ſufficiently 
proves our Propoſition ; for we ſay and are ready to demonſtrate, 
that the ſubſtrate mater or entitative act whereto ſin is annexed, 
is not in itſelf or its natural entitie ſinful , but naturally good. 

What there is of ſin annexed to it ariſeth from its moral eſtima- 
tion and relation to the Law of God violated thereby : in which 
regard we peremptorily denie that it is from God, Yea Stran- 
gius, lib. 3. Cap. 4+ pag. 569. grants, That God us the cauſe of the att, 
though he doth not abſolutely predeſtine or decree the ſame : and then 
to that objeQtion of Alvarez, That the Divine preordination and 
eternal predefinition extendes itſelf to al thoſe things unto which the cau- 
ſalitie and efficience of God extendes , he replies , That God decrees 
althings either abſolutely or reſpetively. But this is a very poor Pe- 
lagian evaſion : for reſpettive or conditional Decrees are every wa 
unbecoming the Divine perfeCtions of God, as our Divines, parti- 
cularly Davenant Animadverſ.” againſt Hoard, pag. 226, have pro- 
ved againſt the Arminians. Laltly, Srrangins, bb. 3. cap. 5. p.576. 
denies, That God decrees al ſins , ſpecially the firſt ſin : which we 
ſhal in its place endeavor to prove , with the ſolution of his obje- 
(ions againſt it. Hence, 

2. Prop. The Decree of God grves faturition to the ſubſtrate mater 2, The Futiyil 
or material entitative att whereunto ſin 1s annexed. The Antitheſis tion of ſon. 
hereto is defended by Strangius, hb. 3. cap. 5. pag. 585. where he 
affirmes, That it ts not repugnant to the nature of God, or of the thing 
«ſelf, that ſomething be future, which God has not predefined. $0 c. g. 

p.628, he denies, that God hath decreed al futures, namely the fal of 

Adam, or the ſin againſt the Holy Ghoſt, This Propoſition is allo | 
violently impugned by Le Blanc, de Concord. Libert. Hum. par. 1. - 
theſ. 55, &Cc. But ſpecially I can no way approve of what Twiſle doth 

in many places aſſert, That the Decree of God and his wil ts the ſole and 

only cauſe of the futurition of every event. And he inſtanceth in the 

fal of Adam and the Angels. His Arguments againſt the futuri- 

tion of the ſubſtrate mater of ſin from the Decree of God, we ſnal 

examine in what follows, (bap. 5. $. 1. | 

3. Prop. The permiſſive Decree of God about ſin 1s not idle but effi- 3. Gods prom:- 
eacious, This Propoſition is oppoſed by Strangius, 1.3. c. 2.p.556. fot Decree. 

'euber do we grant, what ſome — , that the permiſſive my 
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Gods preſcience of ſin, G&-c. Book UL 
od, whereby he permits al ſin, is efficacious, albeit not effettwe. For 
fo the fal of Adam and al other ſins ſhould procede from the efficace of 
the Divine Decree : which is an hard ſaying. Neither «: that eſſe 
hard, which ſome affirme , that God hath abſolutely decreed, that men 
do not more good than what they do , and omit not more evil than 
what they omit, This Hypotheſis is ſo far from being hard, as that 
I conceive Strangius's oppoſite perſuaſion is moſt dangerous and 
deſtructive of the Divine Decrees , as we ſhal ſhew in its place. 
Yea Stranvius himſelf, in what follows, pag. 557- grants what 
Lombard, lb.1. diſt 4.7. aſſertes, namely, that the wil of God is alway: 
efficacious, &C. 
4 Gods preſci- 4. Prop. Gods Prefeience of things future, and particularly of att: 
ence of ſit». whereto ſm is annexed is founded on his Decrees. Thus Hilarie, & 
Trin. lib. 9. What God decreed to do, thoſe things he knows in his wil, 
This ſentence of Hilarie Str angins, lib. 3. cap. 5. paz. $76. OWNES ay 
orthodox, but yet denies, that the abſolute Decree of God 55 the rea- 
fon of knowing althings. So Le Blanc, de Concord. Libert, par. 1, 
theſ.53. I ſee no _— why we ſhould denie unto God the knowledge of 
thoſe things which are freely future under a certain condition, albert im 
that condition there be not included a decree of precetermining the free 
cauſe to this or that. But Scots and his followers fully etpouſe our 
Hypothelis, aſlerting , That God certainly knows al future cont 
gents, becauſe his Divine Eſſence , which is the reaſon of knowing, re- 
preſentes to the Divine Intellett the thing determinately future from 
the determination of his own wil. And then as to the preſcience of 
{in, they hold, That albeit God doth not predefine fins as ſuch, yet bu 
predefines the permiſſion of fins, in which he knows them to be future, 
Which'is orthodox, and that which we ſhal demonſtrate here- 
after, Chap. 5. $. 2. | 
s. Divine Pre- $- Prop. It belongs to the Perfettion of Gods wil and providence to 
determination. predefine and predetermine al the free alts of the wil, This predefini- 
tion and predetermination as to gratioſe aCts Srraygins, hb. 2. 6.8, 
p. 188. and the reſt of the new Methodiſts, excepting Baron, 
grant ; but they denie it as to the Fal of «Adam and other atts 1- 
trinſecally evil. So Strangins, lib. 3. cap. 4. pag. 568. But if it be 
faid, that God predefined and predetermined that Adam ſhould at that 
very time eat, abſtratting from the obje# which he d:4 eat of, that can- 
not be. Then he gives his reafons, why God could not predefine 
and predetermine «Adam to the adt of cating, abſtrafting it from 
the reference it has to its object. And then he addes ; Moreover 
. Wwe 
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or we denie, that it belongs to the Perfettion of God or of Divine Provi- 

of dence, that he abſolutely predefine al free aits, and predetermin the 

fe Wil unto them. The Arguments he urgeth for this his Antitheſis 

en we ſhal endeavor to ſolve, and demonſtrate our own hypotheſis 

an in its due place, Chap. 6.4. 1. 

at 6. Prop. Gods predefinition of and predetermination to the ſubſtrate 6. Human Li- 
nd mater of ſinful Atts deſtroys not their Libertie. Strangins and his vert? | 
ce. Seftators grant, That Predefinition and Predetermination deſtroyes 

1at not that Libertie which is eſſential to the Wil, but only that which 

ayi conſiſtes 1n Indifference. So Strangins, |. 3. c. 14. p. 681, 682, 683, 

685, 686. and c. 16. p. 711, But how frivolous this opinion is, 

att and how unapt to ſerve the deſigne for which it was coined, we 

& have already intimated, c. 1. g. 3. and intend more fully to de- 
wil, monſtrate; Chap. 6. $. 5. 
$ as 7, Prop. Predefinition in the divine Decree and Predetermination 7. God not the 
”" in time of thoſe entitative Afts whereunto ſin ts annexed, do not make Author of Sint 
1 God the Author of Sin. This is the principal point in controverſie, 
'e the Antitheſis whereof is ſtrongly urged, though weakly de- 
tn fended by our Opponents. Thus Srrangws, I. 3.c.2. p. 548. But 
free I judge it no way conſent antous to the natural ſanttitie of God, that he 

our wil and decree ſin to be, the vitioſitie to exiſt, and that he predefine 


tin il ſuch afts, wherennto the vitioſitie 1s neceſſarily annexed, ſpecially the 
Ie Pal of the evil Angels and our firſt Parents, from whence al ſins ſprang. 
Tom So c. 5. p. 579. Whether « be ſaid from the permiſſion, or from > 
e of Decree of God permitting, or from the attion of which God is the cauſe, 
t by that ſin 1 neceſſarily inferred, truely the neceſſity of ſruning 1s aſcri- 
ure, bedto God as the Author ; namely becauſe he decreed and cauſed that 
ere. Ml from which ſin neceſſarily follows. The like p. 587. Neither hath 

God predetermined the wil of Adam to the very att of eating the for- 
re ts bidden fruit, which yet as to its entitie 1s reduced to God as the firſt 
fini. cauſe : neither was that att or its vitiofitie neceſſarily inferred from 
c.8 the permiſſion of God. That this Antitheſis of Srrangius and his 
wu, WW _ Sectators is molt falſe, and our Hypotheſis molt true, it remains 


> IN on us to demonſtrate, Chap. 5. 

it be Thus we have given the true and ful ſtate of our Controverſie ; 
that which by reaſon of the ſubtile evaſions and ſubterfuges of our 
y_ Adverſaries lies under ſo much obſcuritie and confaſion : and in- 


fine deed it is to me a deplorable cafe, and that which argues mens 
rom FF diffidence of the merits of their cauſe, that they contend with 
_ fo much paſſionate vehemence for their own Phenomena, and yet 

we ; G 2 never 


Scriptaral- Demonſlrations. 
never explicate the termes, or ſtate the Queſtion in controverſie. 
I have thereby given. the Reader as wel as my ſelf the more 
trouble in this part of our Province, that ſo what follows may be 
the more facile both for him and me. 
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CHAP. III 
Scriptural Demonſtrations of our Hypotheſis. 


Scriptural Demonſtration, (1) That God is the firſt Cauſe of al na- 
tural Altions and Things, Eſa. 26. 12. Rom. 11. 36. Eph. 1. 11, 
Pfal. 33. 15. Prov. 21.1. At. 17.28. Jam. 4.15. (2) That 
God doth predetermine natural attions to which ſin s annexed, 
[1] Joſeph's vendition, Gen. 45. 5, 7, 8. Gen. 50. 20, Ads 
7,9. [2] The Crucifixion of Chriſt, Mat. 26. 24. Luke 22. 22, 
Tohn 19. 10, 11. Acts 2.23. & 4. 28. Our Adverſaries Eva- 
ſfons taken off. (3,) That God makes uſe of wicked Inſtruments 
to puniſh his People, Eſa. 10. 5,6. Jer. 16. 16. Plal. 105, 25, 
Job I.21. (4) God's immediate hand in the Aft of Sin, 2 Sam, 
12, 11, & 16. 22, 2.Sam. 16. 10, 11, & 24.1. 1Kings 11, 
31, 37. & 12. 15, 24. 2 Kings 9, 3. & 10. 30, 1 Kings 22; 
23. Rev. 17.17. (5) Gods efficacious permiſſion of Sin, 1 Sam, 
2, 25. Job 12. 16, 17, 20. (6) Gods judicial hardening Sin- 
ers, Plal. 81.12. & 69. 22—27. Rom. 11, 10. Eſa. 6. 30, 
& 29. 10. & 19. 11— 14. & 44. 18, 19. & 60. 2. Rom. 1, 
28, 2 Theſl. 2.11. The nature of Fudicial Induration in ſix Pro. 
ſirions. (7) Gods ordering Sin for his glorie, Ex0d. g. 14—16, 
om. 9. 17, 18. -Prov, 16,4. Ron 9. 21, 22, 1Pct. 2.8, 


| explicated the termes relating to and given the ge- 
nuine ſtate of our Hypothelis, namely, That God doth, by 
an efficacious power and influence, move and. predetermine men to al 
their natural attions, even ſuch as have-ſin appendent to them ; we 
now procede to the Demonſtration hereof. And becauſe al de- 
monſtration muſt: be grounded on ſome firſt principes, which 
give evidence, firmitude and force thereto; and there are no 
proper. principes of Faith agd Theologie,. but what are original 

in. 
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in the Scriptures, we are therefore to begin our Demonſtration Scriptura! De- 
with Scriptural Arguments, which we ſhal reduce to theſe ſeven rations. 
heads. (1) Sxch Scriptures wherein i is univerſally affirmed, that 
Ged 55 the firſt Cauſe of al natural attions and things, and more par- 
ticularly of al even the moſt contingent atts of mans Wil, (2) Such 
Scriptures 4s direftly demonſtrate, That God doth predefine, prede- 
termine, and foreordain ſuch natural attions whereunto ſin is neceſſa- 
annexed. (3) Such Scriptures wherein God u ſaid to makg uſo 
- of wicked Inſtruments for the puniſhment of his People, in ſuch a way 
wherein they could not but contralt guilt. (4) Such Scriptures as 
mention Gods own immediate hand m thoſe afts whereunto fin us ap- 
pendent. (5) Such Scriptures as mention Gods efficacious permiſſion 
of ſome to ſin. (6) Such Scriptures as demonſtrate Gods piving up 
| ome to judicial Occecation' and Obduration. (7) Such as clearly 
evince Gods ordering and diſpoſing the Sins of men for his own Glo- 
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$.11. We fhal begin our Scriptural Demonſtration with ſuch 1- God the rp 
Texts as univerſally affirme, That God is the firſt cauſe of al natu. © of al nas 
ral Attions and Things;, and more particularly, of al even the moſt —_— ny 
; contingent atts T mans Wil, 1. The Scriptures that ſpeak,God to be __ 
the firſt (auſe of al natural Aftions and Things,. ase many and great: 
we ſhal mention ſome; as, Eſz. 26. 12. Thou baſt wrought al our Efa. 26. 12. . 
works in u', Or for us. This Text is urged by Strangima, p. 54. to 
prove Gods immediate concurſe to al actions of the creature, 
though it doth in a more peculiar manner regard the deliverance 
of the Church ; wherein God predetermines and over-rules ma- 
ny aCtions of wicked men, which have much ſinannexed to them. 
Apain, this univerſal prime Cauſalitie of God efficaciouſly influ- 
encing al natural Acts and Effects is apparently expreſſed Rom. gg, x2, 26. 
11, 36. For of him, and through him, and to him-are althings. Of 
him, as he frames althings ; By him, as he operates in and coope- 
rates with althings ; and for him, as the final cauſe of althings. 


Thus Gods weavers iigyna, multiforme energie, as (yril ſtiles it, _ 
reacheth al manner of Natural actions and effects : and if fo, then: *h4 
ſurely ſuch natural entitative Actions as have ſin annexed to A L 


them. Is there any ſin fo intrinſecally evil, which has not ſome- 4 
entitative act or ſubject as the ſubſtrate mater thereof? -And if. /© 
Ythings are of God, and by him, and for him, 'mult not alfo the /\ 

entitative aCt of fins intrinſecally evil be ſo? Strancins, p. 342, /&- + -_ - 


replies thus: Althat God workes muſt tend to bis Glorie : But what / 
Glo 
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mie ? &c, A ſtrange replie indeed fora Divine to maxe. (1) Wag 
there not much Hatred of God, and Blaſphemie in the cruch- 
fying of Chriſt? And yet. was there any action more conducing 
to the glorie of God than this? Yea, (2) Doth not Strangin 
himſelf, and thoſe of his partie grant, that God drref#s, diſpoſerh, 
and over-rules al ſinful acts, even ſuch as are intrinſecally evil, fo 
as that they conduce to his glorie? And how can God dire, 
diſpoſe, and over-rule them, unleſs he concur, yea precetermine 
the Wil to the entitative act ? Again Srrangin, p. 561. anſwers 
to this Text thus: None that is orthodoxe ever extended theſe words 
ro ſins ;, as if ſins were of God, by God, and for him, &c. [17] Nei- 
ther do we extend theſe words to ſins formally conſidered ; 
C27] But muſt we thence neceſſarily conclude, that the entita- 
tive at, whereto ſin is only accidentally appendent, is not from 
God, nor by him, nor for him? Yea, [3 | May we not fay with 
Divines, that ſin formally conſidered, although it be not of God 
and by him as an Efficient, yet it is for him, 1. e. conducing to his 
Glorie, as wiſely ordered and over-ruled contrary to the intent 
of the ſinner ? Thus much «Auguſtin once and again inculcates, 
as De Gene. ad ler. lib. Imperfefto, Cap. 5. * For God ts not the 
Author of our ſins, yet he is the Ordinator of them, .&c, And thus 
much indeed Strargius, p. 860. confeſſeth. 

Another Text that evidently and invincibly demonſtrates Gods 
efficacious predeterminative Concurſe to al natural as wel as ſu: 
pernatural Aftions and Effects is, &pheſ. 1. 11. Who worketh al- 
things after the counſel of his own ws. We find three particulars 
in this Texte which greatly conduce to explicate and demon- 
ſtrate Gods efficacious Concurſe to al Actions, and particularly 
to the ſubſtrate mater of ſinful afts. (1) We may conſider the 
objeCt, althings, i.e. whatever is clothed with the Notion and 
Idea of real poſitive entitie : althings mult be here taken diſtri- 
butively into al ſrngalars : there is no Being, that partakes of 
real entitie but is wrought by God. (2) Here is to be conſi- 
dered, the «A, irsgy#r7@-, who worketh energetically, Or effica 
ciouſly : for iysgyov ſignifies to work with an invincible efficace; 
and thence it is oft joined with-words denoting infinite power 
and- aQtivitie, as before, c. 1.6.6. It notes here Gods efficacious 
predeterminative Concurſe, working in and with althings, ac- 
<ording to their natural propenſions. Thence (3,) follows the 
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original principe of this predcterminative efficacious operation, 
xf! Thy ſeals 5% Heanuer@ avi, according to the comnſel of his 
own wil, Woich notes, that Gods efficacious predeterminative 
| wil is the ſupreme and firſt cauſe of althings : there is no execu- 
| tive power in God diſtin&t from his Wil: his Concurſe in regard 
| of its active attingence is no more than his ſimple volition : ſo 
that divine Predetermination 13 the ſame with divine Predefi- 
nition, as we have largely demonſtrated, Court Gent. P. 4.c. 7. 
$. 3. Whence alſo it follows, that Gods working althings according 
; 
j 


to the counſel of his wil, has one and the ſame Idea with his pre- 
determining al actions and cffefts, even ſuch as have ſin appen- 
- dent tothem. Strange, p. 560. replies tothe Argument drawen 
from this Text thus: From this place nothing more can be colletted, 
than that God has decreed thoſe things that he worketh : as it i cer- 
n tain, that God hath decreed notking which he doth not execute — 
h net that God worketh ſins, &c. [1] This Text ſpeaks more 
d than what Strange allows it to ſpeake, namely, that God has 
Is not only decreed thoſe things that he worketh, but alſo that he 
It works by his Decree, or omnipotent Volition : for we owne no 
s, | other executive power in God but his divine Wil, as Scotus, 
oe BB Bradwardine, and ſome of the greateſt Scholaſtic Theologues de- 
1 monſtrate. [2] Who faith, that God worketh Sins? ſurely 
none but e Afarcion or eMHaner, or ſuch as hold Sin to be a poſi- 
is B tive real Being. [3] But yet we do with the Orthodoxe af- 
u:  firme and prove from this Scripture, that God worketh that en- 
titative natural Act, whereunto ſin is appendent : for otherwiſe, 
rs | how can he be ſaid to worke althings ? Is this good ſenſe or 
n Logic, toſay, God workes althings, not only according to their 
ly eneric or ſpecific diſtribution, but alſo according to their di- 
he bution into each ſingular, (for ſo the Syncategoreme Al is 
nd | here taken) but yet he worketh not al ſingular entities, namely 
ri- | the ſubſtrate mater of Sin? Doth this amount to leſs than a 
of | down-right contradiction ? He workes aithings, but yet doth 
f- | not worke althings? What Logic or wit of man can reconcile 
c« | theſe Notions ? 
e; 2.- Unto our firſt Head we may alſo reduce ſuch Scriptures, as 
er | ina more particular manner mention Gods efficacious predeter- 
ws | minative concurſe to: al/hnman actions and effects, even ſuch as 
ac- | are moſt 'contingent and dependent on the ambulatory wil of 
he | man. Thus Fſal. 33. 15. He faſhioneth their hearts alke : he con- v1, 44, 16. 
nal ſraereth : 


God the firſt Canſe of ol Book II, 
fidereth al their works, $1, who faſhioneth, formeth, frameth, ay 
the Potter doth his clay : it notes not only, yea not fo much the 
firſt Creation of the human Soul, as its actual figments, frames, ima. 
ginations and thoughts : this is evident from the ſcopeand contex. 
ture of the words : for what is the Pſalmiſts intent and under. 
rakement, but to demonſtrate Gods infinite preſcience, and its 
perfe&t comprehenſion of al the figments , frames, thoughts, in. 
rentions, and affeCtions of the heart, as verſ. 13, 14? And how 
doth he prove this? Why., becauſe he faſhioneth their hearts alike, 
7. e. puts al the ficſt thoughts, inclinations, intentions and move. 
ments of the heart into what forme, frame, or faſhion he plea- 
ſeth. There is alſo a great Emphaſe and ſignificance in that 
terme N?, which we render alike, but may be as properly rendred 
together, as it is by the Latine ſimu ;, neither is it to be referred tg 
the Verbe frameth, but to the object Hearts - and ſo it notes an 
univerſalitic diſtributive into al fingulars, without the leaſt ex. 
ception of any. And then the ſenſe wil be ; who faſhioneth, form 
eth, or frameth the hearts of al mankind in al their very firſt moti; 
ons, conceptions , imaginations, reſolutions, end, intereſts, con. 
trivements, ebullitions, affections, proſecutions, and fruitions, or 
other actions whatſoever. Whence he addes, He conſidereth al 
their works : what works doth he mean ? Surely not only the works 
and labors of mens bands, but alſo the workings, movements, and 
figments of their hearts : and how can God conſider them, if he 
did not forme, frame and faſhion them? Yea, there yet lies a 
deeper notion in the coherence of thele parts; .namely, that Gods 
forming, framing and faſhioning the hearts of al men is the 
ground and cauſe of his conſidering their works: For how God 
can perfectly conſiderand know the works of mens hearts, unleſſe 
he be the former, framer, and faſhoner of them al, as to their real 
entitative ats,, al the wit of man can never deviſe or make clear 
unto us. So that Gods Science of Viſion , or Preſcience as to the 
figments of mans heart ariſeth from this, that God is the framer, 
former , and faſhioner of mens hearts and al their natural move. 
ments; which alſo implies his predefinition and predetermina- 
tion of mans heart and al its firſt motions, inclinations, and affe. 
Ctions. © So then to forme and ſum up our Argument from this 
Text : Doth God indced faſhion , forme and frame the hearts of. 
al men in al thejr natural motions, imaginations, and affeCtions ? 


And may we without apparent contradiction -to the light of this 


Text 
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Text exclude the entitative aCts of any ſins, though never ſo 
intrinſecally evil ? What is this but to exclude the far greateſt 


part of human aCts from being formed and framed by God ? Or 
how can the omniſcient God conlider al the works of mens 
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- hearts, if he be not the former and faſhioner of them al, as to 

their natural entitie ? I muſt confeſle the validitie of this argu- 

- ment from Gods preſcience is to me ſo firme and great, as that 

y ſhould it be baffled, I ſee no way left, but to turne Socinian, and ſo 

2 to denie the certaintie of Gods preſcience as tothe contimgent ima- 

y nations of mans heart, which implies much Atheiſme. 

l- Another Text that proves Gods efficacious and predetermina- 

is tive Concurſe as to al human acts is Prov. 21. 1. The Kings heart us Prov. 21. I. 


d en the hand of the Lord, as the rwvers of water ; he turneth ut whither- 
Q ſoever he wil. (1) He mentions the Kings beart, as the meaſure of 
n al other mens ; becauſe Kings generally have a greater Soverain- 
x tie and Dominion over their own hearts, than other men : if an 

t- mens hearts may plead the privilege of exemtion from Gods effi- 
l cacious predeterminative Concurſe , ſurely Kings may , ſpecially 


1- ſuch as Solomon was , who obtained from God ſuch an amplitude 
Ir of Soul, and ſelf-Dominion : yet he grants, that the Kings heart 
al was not exemted therefrom. (2) By the Heart we muſt under- 
Ks ſtand, according to the Hebraic mode, the whole ſoul, and al its 
id movements, imaginations , ratiocinations, contrivements , pur- 
ie WW poſes, and undertakements. (3) In the hand of the Lord: 5.0. 
Aa under his efficacious predeterminative influxe or concurſe. The 


ds W Hard being the inſtrument of our moſt potent operations, it's 
he "WW uſually put in Scripture for the energetic, potent and predeter- 
minative Concurſe of God : So Hab. 3. 4. He [5. e. Chriſt whoſe Hah. 3. 4- 
brightneſſe was as the light? had hornes, [5.e. beams, as IP notes] 
al Wl commg out of his hands [5. e. moſt potent wil, the ſpring of al his 
ar i efficacious operations : whence it follows] and there was the hiding 
he of his power, 1. e. his moſt potent efficacious predeterminative con- 
TI, WW curſe lay hid in the beams irradiated from his omnipotent hand 
'C-, or wil. So A. 11.21. eAndthe hand of the Lord was with them, aq, 11.21. 
ia- WF +4.e. the efficacious predeterminative power of Divine Grace; the 
ie- | hand being the inſtrument whereby man exertes and puts forth 
his his power. So Solomon ſaying, That the hearts of Kings are in tht 
of. | handof God, it mult be underſtood of Gods puifſant predetermina:. 
s? tive Concurſe, whereby he applies the heart to its aCts, conducerh 
his- | and guideth it therein, and A wow it as he pleaſeth. = it 
| follows, 


JO 
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follows, (4) As the rivers of waters , he turneth it whitherſoever he 
wil, How eaſie 1s it by Aquadutts to turne waters this or that way 
as men pleaſe? And 1s it not infinitely more facile for the wile 
omnipontent God, to turne the hearts of men, and al their natu- 
ral conceptions, produdts, and iſſues which way he liſtes ? Al this 
may be evinced from Srrangixs's gloſle on this Text, bb. 1. cap.g. 

.5o. where having given us the mention of Gods preſerving 
and direCting the wils of men even in evil ations, he addes a 
third and more ſpecial mode of Divine influence , whereby God 
doth bend, impel, and incline human wils which way he pleaſe , not by 
proper compulſion, but by ſweet inſpiration and motion : For albeut God 
doth never take away that libertie which ts eſſential to the wil , yet he 
doth at times, and when he pleaſe, efficaciouſly move and impel the wils 
of men : and what Solomon predicates of the Kings heart, Prov.21. 1, 
that very ſame may , 0n a greater account , be affirmed of the heart of 
every man. $0 Auguſtin, de Grat. & Liber. Arbutr. cap. 20. If the 
Scripture be diligently inſpetted, it ſhews, that not only the good wils of 
men, but even the bad are ſo in the power of God, that where he-wil and 
when he wil , he cauſeth them to be inclined, either to performe benefits, 
or to mnfliftt puniſhments, by a moſt ſecret , yet juſt _ So 
again Auguſt. de Corrept. & Grat.cap.6. God hath m his power the 
wils of men, more than they themſelves ;, without dout having moſt om- 
potent power to incline mens hearts where he pleaſeth. What could 
be ſaid more categorically and poſitively to evince Gods effica- 
cions and predeterminative Concurſe to al the natural products 
and iſſues of mans heart, even ſuch as have intrinfecal evil, as 
they cal it, appendent to them ? Yea, Strangizs, bib.2. cap.7. p.182. 
grants, © That God doth ſometimes efficaciouſly move and 
* determine the wils of men not only to ſupernatural workes , 
©alfo to natural and civil, as oft as it ſeems good to him,. to per- 
*forme certain ends which he has preordained. So Prov. 16. 7. 
He makgth even his enemies to be at peace with bim. And how ſo? 
Surely by over-ruling their hearts even inthe ſinful moyements. 
Thus he bent and determined the revengefnl mind of Eſax to em- 
brace his brother, Ger. 33. So he gained the hearts of the Egy- 
ptians towards the [ſraclities, Exod..11.2, 3. & 12. 35, 36. Thus 
God determined the wil of {yr«s to bring back the Captivitie of 
the Jews, 2 Ghron. 36.22. Ezra 1.1. Thus God bent the mind 
of Darins. and Artaxerxes to grant the Jews libertie for the re- 


building the Temple, Ezra 6. 1, &c. & 7.2. Neb. 2.4. w—_ 
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dealt with Zeremy's enemies, Fer. 15. 11. Al theſe predetermi- 
nationseven in Civil and natural aCtions are allowed by Stran- 
gius : whence we argue, That it is impoſiible, but that God ſhould 
predetermine to the ſubſtrate mater of ſinful aCtions : for al theſe 
ations being exerted by wicked men, had nothing of moral or 
ſupernatural good in them, albeit God made uſe of them for the 
ſuccour of his people, yea they were ful of hatred againſt God. 

To theſe Scriptures we may adde , At, 17.28. For in him we AR, 19, 28. 
hve, and move, and bave our being. Not only Being in general, and 
Life, which implies more than ſimple being, but alſo al our move- 
ments Or motions are from God as the prime Motor : which Paul 
demonſtrates out of one of their own Poets : for we are alſo his off- 
ſpring. As if he had ſaid : Do not your own Poets tel you, that we 
are the off-ſpring of God ? Is he not then the firſt Cauſe and Mo- 
tor of al our motions? Doth not Ariſtotle, Phyſ. 8. alſo ſtrongly 
demonſtrate , That & ow natural motions ariſe from one fir#t 
immobile Motor * And to whom doth this Prerogative belong but 
to God ? Muſt not then the ſubſtrate mater of al ſinful motions, 
even ſuch as are intrinſecally evil, be reduced unto God as the 
prime Motor ? 

| ſhal conclude this firſt Head of ſcriptural Arguments with 
Fam. 4. 15, For that ye ought to ſay, If the Lord wil, we ſhal live, Jam. 4. 15. 
and do this or that. There were a number of Free-willers, who 
proudly conceited , that they had an abſolute and plenary domi- 
nion over their own wils and actions; whom Fame: rebukes, and 
tels them, they ought to ſay , If the Lord wil, &c. So that he 
plainly reſolves al the afts of mans wil into the wil of God, as the 
original Cauſe and Principe. But let us ſee how poorly Srrangins 
ſhifrs off the force of this Argument, bb. 2. cap. 10. pag. 227. he 
ſaith, Who ever underſtood theſe words; if God wil, i.e. if God prede- 
termine my wil to do this or that ? Then he addes his own gloſſe : 
But truly nothing more can be underſtood by that conaxtion, IF GO D 
WIL, - An this, if God ſbal permit, or wil it ,45 34 13 elſewhere expli- 
cated, Att, 16, 7, & 1 Cor.16.7, I muſt confeſſe I cannot but won- 
der, that a perſon of ſo great reaſon, and under ſo many advan- 
tages and afſliſtances from Divine Revelation, ſhould ſatisfe him- 
ſelf with ſo ſlender an evaſion , which not only Reaſon and Scri- 
pture, but even Pagan Philoſophemes contradict. For (1) it is 
molt evident, that Fames here, (as Lake, AF. 16.7. and Pal, 
t Cor, 16, 7.) ſpeakes not of a mere permiſſive wil, but of an effi- 
H 2 Cacious 
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cacious influential concurſe, ariſing from the wil of God , which 
is the alone principe and ſpring of Divine concurſe : for al aftions 
both natural, civil, and ſupernatural muſt be reſolved into the wil 
of God, as their prime cauſe: ſo that /f God wil here, is the ſame 
with ow © elſewhere, if God concur, sf he afſiſte, if he by his eff 
cacious predeterminative wil, without which we can do nothing, 
concur. And that this is the genuine mind of this Text is molt 
evident by the uſe of this phraſe among the Ancients both Jews 
and Pagans. Benſyra, that ancient Hebrew, Sent. moral. xi. thus 
ſpeakes : Let man never ſay he wil do any thing , before be hath pre- 
faced this, If the Lord wil, 3.e. aſliſte or concur, not permit. So 
among Pagans, Hom. Iliad. þ. verſ. 28. "Aus 40) y* idsaacty, GC. 
The like Demoſth. gia. e- *Av ©ads Fiay, If God wil, But none 
ſpeakes more fully to this point than Plato, Alcibzad. pag. 135, 
Si Dit volunt, where Alcibiade; demanding , How he onght to ſpeak, touching L1- 
volentibus DIS, 91x74 efficacious concurſe, Socrates replies, ier &uds idiay, If God wil : 
Cic. in Offi nd in his Laches : Bur I wil do this and come to thee to morrow, 
iay ©ed ihiay, If God wil. Whence it's evident , that this for- 
mule of ſpeech was ordinary even among the Heathens, as wel as 
Jews and Chriſtians, noting not only a permiſſive or Directory, 
but Decretory and predeterminative wil. So the ſame Phraſe 
AR. 18. 2t-. muſt be underſtood, A. 18. 21. If God wil, and 1 Cor. 4. 19. If 
1 Cor. 4+ 19+ ;þe Lord wil. 1s it poſlible that theſe Phraſes ſhould be underſtood 
of a mere permiſſive wil ? Do not al mankind need an efficacious 
concurſe and predeterminative wil to conduct them. in al their 
affaires? Again, (2) Gods permiſſive wil is either zataral or 
moral : it cannot he meant. of Gods natural permiſſive wil , be- 
cauſe that regardes.only fin, which there is no mention of in theſe 
Textes, neither is-it neceſſarily. included. Neither can it be meant 
of Gods moral permiſſive wil ,. becauſe that was already declared 
and manifeſt in the Laws of. God : for al moral permiſſion be- 
longs to Gods Legiſlative wil declared in his word. It remains 
therefore that this —_—_ If: God wil, be underſtood of Gods eff- 
cacious wil, whereby al natural motions and ſo the cntitative aCts 
of ſin are predetermined. 
God doth prede= F, 2, I now deſcend to the Second Head of Scriptural Demon- 
termine natural (trations, namely, That God doth predefine, predetermine, and fore- 
_ ws ag ordain ſuch natural aitions whereunto ſin. s. neceſſarily annexed, | 
' ſhal mentiononly two Actions, The Selling of Joſeph, and the Cru- 
cifixion of our Lord, whereof. the former was but. a Type , the 
atcr. 


Chap. 3. 
later. 7. I ſhal begin with the Selling of Foſeph, mentioned Gen. 1 Arg. from 


to which Sin is annexed. 


. 6, 7,6. Foſeph ſaith v.5. Now therefore be not grieved, nor 
0 yineh your ſetves, that ye ſold me hither : for God did ſend ms be- 


fore you to preſervehfe. Foſeph here has a double aſpect on his Bro. bY 
thers ſin; the one regards their hand in the fin, which he, out 
of a noble generous principe of fraternal Love, paſſeth by ; the 
ether regards the ſpecial hand of Divine Providence in this their 
Sin, which he admires and adores, in that it by an efficacious, 
predeterminative Concurſe brought ſo great a good out of ſo 
great an evil; which no-finite power could do: men may make 
good uſe of what is-in it ſelf good, but-who can bring fo great 
good out of © great evil, but a God omniſcient and omnipo- 
tent? (7) Let us remargue their Sin in ſelling Foſeph, and of 
what a black Idea it was. [17 It ſprang from Hatred, yea a 
deliberate rooted hatred, as Ger. 37. 4. They hated him, and 
could not ſpeak, peaceably unzo him, Their batred was grounded on 
his fathers love to him. Yea, [2] There was much Envy and 
Indignation joined with their hatred, as v. 8. Shalt thoumndeed 
reign over ? &C. whence v. 11, and his brethren envied him, CC. 
[3] There was in like manner bloudy Cruelty, yea intended 
Murther in this fin, as v. 20, 21, 22, 24. [4] There was alſo 
notorions Lying evident in this fin, v. 32,33. [57] That this 
ſin was of a very crimſon bloudy guilt is evident by their own 
Convictions and Confcſiions, when God began to awaken their 
Conlſciences, as-it is conjectured about fourteen years aſter, Ger. 
42. 22. Behold bus bloud is required ! [6] Byal which it is moſt 
evident, that this verdition or (ciling, of. Feſeph was a ſin intrinſe- 
cally evil, For certainly if a fin of ſuch bloudy Aggravations de- 
ſerve not the name of intrinſecally evil, I know not what fin 
doth. Hence, (2) We are to demonſtrate, that God 4id predefine 
and predetermine Joſephs Brethren to the entitative att or ſubſtrate 
mater of this Sm, And this Province we no way dout but to make 
good out of the Texte, Gey. 45. 5, 7, 8. compared with. other 
Texts. [1] Foſeph ſaith, v. 5. 7. God did ſend me before you to 
preſerve bife. "\\2W),, ſent me forth, by his efficacious predeter- 
minative hand, which conducted me hither. The LXX. render 
it 6wire-ae, which ſignifies, ro ſend forth with a mighty hand, 2s 
Captives into Libertie, Lake 4. 18. alſo, ſend forth with com- 
mands, autoritie and power, Mat. 20. 16. & 11. 10. .aselſewhere : 
again, to. ſend forth executioners, Mat. 2.16. laſtly, to direft tha 
courſe of a Ship. lnal theſe notions Gods efficacious predetermi- 

native. 
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native concurſe in ſending Foſeph into Egypt, is neceſſarily incly 
ded. Thisalfo appears [2] by what is added v. 5. God did ſend 
me before you to preſerve je. Note here, that God certainly and 
abſolutely foreſaw the Famine and Foſephs being ſold into Egype, 
which he intended to turne for good, even for the preſervation 
of Facobs Familie and the Elect ſeed in him. Now how could 
God foreſee this abſolutely and infallibly, but in the predefig; 
tion or fore-ordainment of his own Wil ? And Strange grants 
this, that where there is Predefinition, there alſo follows Predetermi. 
nation: Muſt we not then conclude, that this Vendition of Fe. 
ſeph was both predefined and predetermined by God? Yea, 
[3] Joſeph addes v. 8. So now it was not you that ſent me hither, 
but God, &c, You fee here Foſeph makes a three-fold mention 
of Gods over-ruling hand in this their fin, and that for their 
as wel as his good : And he tels them plainly, that it was not they 
that ſent him, but God, AsSif he bad ſaid, You indeed ſent me tg 
be a poor Vallal in Egpe > but did not God fend meto befa Ry 
ler over Egypt ?. You ſent me todeltroy me, but why did God 
ſend me, bet to preſerve both you and me? You ſent me out 
of Hatred and Malice ; but did not God ſend me out of great 
Love and pitie both to me and you? And what could be ſpoken 
more emphatically to illuſtrate and demonſtrate Gods efhicaci- 
ous predeterminative concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin than 
this, It was not you that ſent me hither, but God? Why doth he 
uſe this manner of ſpeech ? was it not they that ſold him? Yes; 
but becauſe they were but as mere paſlive Inſtruments or Mid- 
wifes to bring forth that great predeterminative Decree, and to 
ſubſerve Divine Providence in the uſhering into Egype Foſeph their 
temporal Savior, and the Type of our Eternal Savior, therefore 
the entitative action is wholly taken off from them, (albeit the 
moral vitioſitie of it is imputable to none but them) and aſcribed 
unto God, as the principal Agent. This manner of ſpeech is 
Hebraic, and mult be underſtood, (1) 'Bancewlixis, it was not you, 
i. e. not only you : you were but the Inſtruments of Divine Gu- 
bernation and Predetermination. (2) "Bugelax&e, empbatically, 
* was not you, i.e. if we conſider the act of ſelling me in its na- 
tural entitative Idea, as the ſubſtrate mater of Divine Providence, 
ye had the leaſt hand init, « was not you, but God that ſemt me 
hither. We find the like Hebraiſme, 1 Sam. 8. 7. Not thee but 
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that Foſeph aſcribeth the whole ACt conſidered emitatively and 


" natxrally unto Gods efficacious predeterminative and principal 


concurſe and conduCt, whereof they were but the Inſtruments ; 

albeit, if we conſider the act morally, as to its obliquitie, fo it Non refert in 
was wholly theirs, not Gods: it is not his brethrens ſin morally Deum pecca- 
conſidered, but the entitative act that he refers to God. [47] That *um fratrum, 


this is the genuine mind of Foſephs words is evident from other rm 


Scriptures. So Gen. 5O. 20. But as for you, ye thought evil againſt : 
me, | God meant for good, &C. Here Ly have hole wk. evil _— 
ſeparated from Gods natural and moral good Mm and by the Ven- tas 
dition of Joſeph. Their ACt proceding from hatred, envy, and 
attended with Murder, was intrinſecally evil, and deſigned no- 

thing but evil againſt Foſeph: but the ſame At conſidered phy- 

ſically and entitatively as proceding from the efficacious prede- 
terminative conduct of God, was natxrally yood; and as it tend- 

ed to the deſigned exaltation of Foſeph, and rendered him a tem- 

poral and typical Savior of 1f-ael, ſo it was morally good. The 
aggravation of their Sin, and cfhcace of Gods predeterminative 
Concurſe may be both greatly illuſtrated by an inſpeCtion into 

the native import of the Hebraic QWn, uſed here to nore their 
malitioſe plotted evil, and Gods plotted predeterminative con- 

curſe in and about the ſame aft. (1) He faith, Te thought evil 

arainft me, NON, ye plotted, contrived evil againſt me. wr 
properly ſignifies to excogitate, deliberate, conſult, compute, calcu- 

late, contrive, reaſon. It is oft uſed to ſignifie plotted, marchinated 

evil, as Pſal. 10. 2. The ſame word is uſed to note Gods deter- 

minate counſel and wil about the entitative a& of their Sin ; 

but God meant it unto Good, NAWN, 1. e. from al Eternitie con- 

trived and predetermined it for good. Their plotted contrived 

evil, was counter-plotted and comrived by God for good : 

Which notes that it was not a thing caſual or accidental, but 
fore-ordained and predetermined by God, according to the de- 
terminate counſel of his wil: The like may be deduced from- 
Stephens words, At. 7.9. And the Patriarchs moved with envy, AR. 7: 9. 
fold Foſeph into Epypt 5, but God was with him, Here we have theic 

Moral evil aggravated from its original Spring, and Gods natu- 

ral and moral good in the fame AEt: How was God with him ? 

Not only in his paſſwe Yendition, or paſſing into Egypt and con- 

tinuance there, as ſome would perſwade us; but alio in the very. 


Mive Vendition, or aCt. of felling him to the. /ſhmaelzes, - : 
ered; 
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dered naturally and entitatively: for God was with Foſeph in 
cauling the 1ſhmaelites to pals by at that very time, in determin. 
ing his brethrens wils to take him out of the pit and ſell him tg 
the 1ſhmaelites, and inclining or determining theſe to accept the 
bargain. In ſum, God was with Foſeph by an efficacious predeter. 
minative conduct, determining every circumſtance of this Ven- 
dition naturally conſidered. 

| am not ignorant what Reſponſes or Anſwers are framed by 
the Jeſuites, Arminians, and New Methodiſts againſt our Argy. 
ment deduced from this Vendition of Foſeph : Molina, (the Head 


-of the Jeſuites as to their Pelagian Dogmes) de Concord. q, 1g. 


Diſp. 2. tels us, that this Vendition of Foſeph ts aſcribed to God, 
as merely permitting it. The like Ruiz, de Volunt. iſp. 18. Sett. 2, 
and Leſſus, de Efficac. Grat. Sef. 2. and others. Arminius, de 
Efficac. Prod. Diſput. 11, 12. over and above this mere Per. 
miſſion of the Jeſuites, addes Gods oblation, direftion, and deter. 
mination of Arguments and Occaſions, yea ſome kind of concurſe in 
this Vendution of Foſeph, &c. Bur al thele frivolous ſubterfuges 
to avoid the force of this Text are incomparably wel blowen off 
by Rutherford, de Divina Provident. c. 16.p. 192, &c. 1 hal there- 
fore only give the ſolution of ſuch as have been coined ſince by 
the New Methodiſts, which indeed are much the ſame with 
thoſe of the Jeſuites and Arminians. A Divine of name among 
us, gives this replie to our Argument, That the Yenditio ativa, 
the attive Vendition of Foſeph was not willed by God, but only paſſiva, 
the paſſive, or effett and conſequents ', which are only mentioned in 
the Text. I muſt confeſs this anſwer gives me ſome amazement, 
but no difficultie to anſwer it. For, (1) What this Reverend 
Author means by his paſſive Vendition I cannot divine : I know 
that in the Ariſtotelean Scholes Action and Paſſion have been 
really diſtinguiſhed andeſo diſtributed into two diſtin Predica- 
ments; but I think this imaginary diſtinction is now generally 
hiſs'd out of the Scholes by al awakened Diſputants ; yea, how 
many of thoſe, who are zeloſe Seftators of Ariſtotle in other 
points, have. ſubſcribed the baniſhment of this diſtintion ? $9 
that to diſtinguiſh ative Yendition from paſſrve, what is it but 
to diſtinguiſh one and the ſame Act from it ſelf? But (2)grant 
there be ſuch a diſtinCtion in Nature, yet is it not molt apparent, 
that it can have no place here ? Doth not Foſeph aſcribe the very 
ative Vendition or aCtion.of Selling him, unto God ? Is it a 

id 
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ſaid v. 8. So now, it was not you that ſent me hther, bit God? Can 
this, with any tolerable ſenſe be applied to the paſſive Yendition, 

or the effefts and conſequents of the ſelling 7oſeph?. Mult it 

not neceſſarily be underſtood of the very ſame aCtive Vendition, 

which, conſidered in its natural entitative act, they were the In- 

ſtruments of, but God the principal am and ConduQtor ? 

(3) This Diſtintion of Aftive and Paſſive Vendition was not 

indeed o_ by the Reverend Author before mentioned, but 

taken up from Bellarmine, who de Amiſſ. Grat. 1. 12.c. 11. di- 

ſtinguiſheth the Ar of ſelling Foſeph and crucifying Chriſt from 

the Paſſion, and grants, that God willed and decreed the Paſſion, 

but not the Ation, which inferred the Paſſion ; and becauſe the ſaid 

Author has ſo great an eſtime for Srraygius, whom he generally 

follows in this point, I ſhal give him the anſwer which Srrar- 
ging, l. 4. c. 11. p. 772. gives to this diſtinftion of Bellarmine, thus : 
* However it be, in the Text there are two things to be obſerved, 
*[1) That Foſeph there cannot diſtinguiſh the Action from the 
© Paſſion, as if the Paſſion were to be aſcribed to God, not the 
* Attn : for it's. plainly ſaid and repeted in the Text,according to 
© the Hebraic veritie,Gen.4.5.5,7,8. that God ſent him. [2] Thence 
© c. 50. 20. he doth plainly diſtinguiſh between the good work of 
© God and their evil in the ſame mater, from the diverſitie of the 
© Intention : Tow deſigned evil againſt me, but God deſigned that for 
© 0004——. Then headdes : © Here the various operation and pro- 
© vident adminiſtration of God is ſeen, that he might bring to paſs 
© what he had —_ before by the dreams of Foſeph, &c. 
And p. 773. he ſubjoins: © There is no incommoditie if it be ſaid, 
© that God elected and alſo procured the Vendition of ot a 
© means to the end fore-ordained by him, and that may be un- 
*derſtood not only of paſſive Vendition, but alſo of attsve, which 
© truely can never be ſeparated. For if God willed that oſeph 
©be fold, he willed, that ſome one ſhould ſel him, and that no 
© other ſhould ſel him but his brethren. For neither was that Ven- 
«dition a thing in it ſelf evil, if it be conſidered apart from the 
<yitioſitie and defeCft of the ſecond Cauſes. Then he concludes : 
« The Permiſſion of God here was not otioſe, but an efficacious 
© operation in the tradition of Joſeph, ſubminiſtration of occaſi- 
© ons, out of the concurſe which he made both by the direCtion 
© of al circumſtances, and moderation of the wil of his brethren, 
© that their purpoſe of killing him being changed, they =—_ 
: I *do 
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*do no other than what God intended. And the ſame ecfficace 
©and force of Divine providence ſhines brightly in working, diſ- 
* poſing, and direCting al other things that relate to this Hiſtorie, 
This Anſwer of Strangius to Bellarmine 1 have been the more pro- 
lixe in reciting , (1) becauſe the fore-mentioned Divine of fo 
much repute among us makes great uſe of this diſtinftion touch. 
ing attive and paſſive vendition or crucifixion, endeavoring thereby 
to ſolve al our Arguments from the vendition of Joſeph and cruci- 
fixion of Chriſt ; whereas Strangius, one of his own partie , re. 
j«Qtcs it as ſpurious and frivolous: (2) Becaule the conceſſions 
of Strangiu in this his Anſwer to Bellarmine do indeed give a 
mortal wound to his own cauſe : For if the active vendition of 
Foſeph was from Gods efficacious providence and wil decreeing 
the ſame, then ations intrinſecally evilare as to their entitative 
act or ſubſtrate mater naturally conſidered from God, albeit their 
moral vitioſitie is to be aſcribed to no one but the ſinner. 
2. I now paſle on to demonſtrate, That God doth predefine, or 
foreordain and predetermine ſuch natural aCtions wherennto ſin 
is neceſſarily annexed , from the Crucifixion of Chriſt. And the 
Textes that confirme this part of our demonſtration are ſo great 
and il]uſtriovs, that I cannot but greatly wonder how any Chri. 
ſtian, that aſſentes to the veracitie and authoritie of Scripture, can 
evade the evidence thereof, or diſſent from our Hypotheſis. (1) | 
ſhal take the Scriptures as they lie in order, and begin with Mar, 
26. 24. The Son of man goeth , as it 1s written of bum ;, but wo wnto 
that man by whom the Son of man is betrayed, [1] Note here that 
Chriſts death was infallibly predifed or foretold : 10 much, as it us 
written of him , neceſſarily infers. Now how could the death of 
Chriſt be infallibly prediCted, if it were not predefined and preor- 
dained by God? Yea, if the death of Chriſt were not neceſlarily 
predefined and preordained by God , how could God infallibly 
foreknow the ſalvation of any one ele& ſoul, which neceſſarily 
dependes on the death of Chriſt ? So that it remains moſt cer: 
tain, that the death of Chriſt was predefined and foreordained by 
God, and that in every the leaſt circumſtance thereof : the whole 
feries of intentions and actions in F«das's betraying his Lord, and 
the Jews malitioſe and bloudy crucifying of him was predefined 
and preordained by God. [27] Hence alſo it follows, that al the 
bloudy contrivements , barbarous and cruel executions, with al 


the particular circumſtances in the betraying and crucifying of 
Chriſt 
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Chap. 3 Arguments from the Crucifixion of Chriſt. 
Chriſt were predetermined by God. Thus much reaſon ſtrongly 
evinceth, and Srrangin with others grant, that eternal predefini- 
tion or predeſtination, and predetermination in time are parallel 
and commenſurate each to other : whatever is eternally prede- 
fined or preordained by God is predetermined by him in time: 
Indeed if we wil take the true Idea of Divine Predetermination, 
what is it but the eternal act of the Divine wil, whereby God pre. 
defined or preordained al perſons, aCtions, and effefts to exiſte 
in ſuch or ſuch a period of time ? So that, to ſpeake truth, prede- 
finition and predetermination differ not really and originally as 
to their active principe; albeit we may, out of compliance with 
the Scholes, put this difference between them , by underſtanding 
Predefinition, Preordination, or Predeſtination of the eternal aCtive 
Decree of God, and Predetermination of the execution of the De- 
cree, 0r its paſſive Attingence in regard of the effeft. But take 
predetermination in what ſenſe you pleaſe, it muſt neceſſarily be 
applied to the Crucifixion of Chriſt and al the moſt minute cir- 
cumſtances thereof, And ſo much indeed is implied in thoſe 
words, The Son of man goeth, «dyes, Where? or to what? 
Surely to die, and how ? without al peradventure, as efficaciouſly 
conducted, moved, yea predetermined by the Divine wil. There 
was not the leaſt _— took to the Crolle , the leaſt intention, 
ation, or circumſtance in the whole complexe or ſyſteme of 
Chriſts Crucifixion, as wel aCtive as paſlive, but was predetermi- 
ned by God. But [3] note alſo hence, that this Crucifixion of 
Chriſt , although it were predefined and predetermined by God, 
yet this Divine predefinition and predetermination did not at al 
diminiſh the guilt of thoſe bloudy inſtruments , who had their 
hands embrued in that immaculate blood. This is particularly 
ſpecified in thoſe words : but wo unto that man by whom the Son of 
man is betrayed. Fudas neither did nor could juſtly plead Divine 
preordination or predetermination, as an excuſe fir his treache- 
tie, No, his own conſcience told him, that he had volantarily, 
yea malitioſely betrayed innocent bloud : neither could the Jews 
plead the ſame, in as much as their own malitioſe and bloudy 
wils were as deeply engaged in this Crucifixion, as if there had 
been no predetermination , which doth no way diminifh the 1i- 
bertie of the wil. Hence, [4] it is moſt evident, that this Cru- 
cifixion of our Lord was 4 ſir intrinſecally evil. For was there 
not a world of enmitie and —_ of God in it? Did there not 
2 | much 
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much blaſphemie attend their wicked deeds? Is not the ſhedding 
innocent bloud, yea the bloud of God, as it is ſtiled , AFF. 20. 28. a 
ſin intrinſecally evil ? And doth not this ſufficiently demonſtrate, 
that the ſubſtrate mater of an aCt intrigſecally evil is predefined 
and predetermined by God ? * 

(2) Another Texte that evidently demonſtrates the Crucifixi. 
on of Chriſt to be predefined and predetermined by God, is Luke 22. 
22. eAndtruly the Son of man goeth , as it was determined, but wo 
unto that man by whom he is betrayed. This Text is the ſame, and 
refers to the ſame paſſage with that before of Marthew, yet with 
this difference ; Matthew ſaith, As it is written of him ;, but Luke, 
As it was determined ;, which puts it out of al dout , that Chriſts 
crucifixion was determined or predetermined by God. And for the 
more ful explication and demonſtration hereof, we are to re- 
marque, that Zuke being a Phyſician, was moſt intimely verſed in 
the Greek Tongue: for a Phyſician in thoſe days was of little re: 
pute, if not wel acquainted with the Grecanic Monuments rela- 
ting to medicine. And thence we find , even by the confeſſion of 


ſome Atheiſtic ſpirits, that Lukes Greek both in this his — 


as alſo in the Acts of the Apoſtles, is moſt pure , elegant, an 
ſignificant. And among other this notion here uſed gives us a 
ſpecimen of his accurate skil in the Greek. For 7d #e:ogoy here 
is a philoſophic notion, of much uſe among the Grecians to ſigni. 
fe that which is defined, determined, predetermined, predeſtinated, de- 
creed, conſtituted, and ordained by an unalterable Decree, as we have 
more copioſely demonſtrated from the genuine import of 3eZey, 
cap. 1.4.6, Of determmative Concurſe. And that 4d auwepor here 
may be properly rendred predetermined, is evident from the uſe of 
weneltery, At.q.28. To do whatſoever thine hand and thy counſel 
determined before to be done. Whtre it is in the Greek 7gearn, 
predetermined. And indeed Determination and Predetermination as 
to the Divine concurſe admit not ſo much as any mental diſtin- 
Ction, according to the confeſſion of ſome Adverſaries. The Sy. 
riaC, Luk, 22. 22. renders it, U\BNRT, it « defined. WW in the 
O. T. fignifies to expand, to make clear, to explicate more fully and. 
money the diſtribution of al parts, &. Whence it is rendred by 
the LXX. Ezech. 37.12 yedte, to ſeparate : and Num. 15. 34. 
evyrelre, to decree : which ſenſe agrecs with the mind of aur Lord, 
Lik, 22.22. So that it is moſt evident, that this notion 73 us: 
#%os here conſidered in itſelf, and in alits fynonymies, notes the. 
Cruci- 
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Crucifixion of Chriſt in al its circumſtances both ative and paſ. 
five, to be determined, predetermined, and foreordained by God. 
Yea, we have for this a great conceſſion of Strangie, lip. 3. cap.13, 
pag. 665. But that the workes of Chriſt , ſpecially his Paſſion and wvo- 
luntary death were abſolutely predetermined yg od is manifeſt from 
Scripture , Luk, 22. 22. Act, 2,23. & 4.28. Whence 1 argue, 
that if the death and crucifixion of Chriſt were abſolutely prede- 
termined by God, then the ſubſtrate mater of a ſinful aft, yea of 
an att intrinſecally evil. was abſolutely predetermined by God, 
How poor and evanid the evaſions of Strangiue and others are as 
to this Text we ſhal examine and lay open when we have explica- 
ted the following Texts, which demonſtrate the fame. 

(3) I paſſe on to the Conference between Plate and our Lord, 
Foh. 19. 10. Then ſaith Pilate unto him, Knoweſt thou not, that 
have power to crucifie thee, and have power to releaſe thee ? Pilate ha- 
ving power of life and death committed to him by Tiberixs Ceſar, 
he threatens our Lord therewith : and what replie doth our Lord 
make? werſ. 11. Feſus anſwered: Thou couldeſt have no power at al 
againſt me , except it were = thee from above.: herfr be that 
hath delivered me unto thee hath the greater ſin, We find ſeveral 
particulars here very remarquable for the demonſtration of our 
Hypotheſis. [1) Whereas Pate boaſted of his power to crucifie, 
or releaſe our Lora, he tels him plainly , that he could have no power 
againſt him , except it were given him from above. The power that 
Pilate pretendes unto was legal Autoritie backed with an execu- 
tive power committed to him : ſo much iZEvoie notes: our Lord 
doth not denie his claim of legal Autoritie, as commiſſionated by 
Ceſar; but yet confines and reſtrains the execution thereof to 
Gods predeterminative Concurſe.. As it our Lord had faid: I 

ant thy power and autoritie of life and death as Ceſars Commiſ. 
oner and Miniſter ; yet know , thou couldeſt not execute this- 
thy power on me, unleſſe the providential concurrence of my Fa- 
ther did efficaciouſly move and predetermine thee thereto. [2] 
Obſerve here the double negative, 3x s/4uiar, which among the. 
Grecians implies a more vehement negation. . As if he had faid :. 
Alas! thou haſt not the leaſt umbrage or ſhadow of power to. 
execute againſt me , but what is diſpenſed forth unto thee by the 
efficacious predeterminative hand or providential concurſe of my 
Father ; whoſe wiſe and omnipotent hand has put in every bit- 
ter ingredient into the Cup I am todrink of. [37 Neither _ | 
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al this excuſe Fudas, the Jews, or Plate as to their guilt in cruci- 
fying the Lord of Glorie : no, Gods predeterminative concurſe 
is ſo far from exculſing theſe Traitors, as that it aggravates their 
ſin, Soit follows : Therefore he that hath delivered me unto thee 
bath the greater ſin. Therefore, $1« fere, for this very reaſon, be. 
cauſe my Father hath leſt that traiterous wretch 7zdas to be hur- 
ried, by his own avaricious luſt , into this horrid Treaſon of be. 
traying me, and predetermined thine execution thereof, his guilt 
is the greater. [4] Laſtly, hence alſo we may argue , that this 
ſin of crucifying our Lord was intrinſecally evil. So much that 
laſt clauſe, hath the greater ſin, implies. As if he had ſaid : Oh! 
what a world of treaſon, murder, blaſphemie, hatred of God and 
al manner of ſin is involved in the wombe of this fin ? 
(4) We find the predefinition and predetermination of Chriſts 
crucifixion more expreſſely explicated and demonltrated, AF, 2, 
23. Him, being delivered by the determinate counſel , and foreknow. 
ledge of God, ye have taken, and by wicked hands have crucified and 
fam, What could more plainly be faid for the predefinition and 
predetermination of our Lords crucihxion, as to its ſubſtrate enti- 
tative act, and yet for the aggravation of their ſin in acting their 
parts in this bloudy Tragedie ? Let us examine the particulars, 
C17 It's ſaid, he was delivered by the determinate counſel, Ti deeply 
Bea, The Greek Grail primarily notes counſel with a decree, or « 
decreed fixed counſel, from fend the caſt of an arrow , or the like, 
Whence the formal act of the wil is termed &zaysrs, which is but 
a derivation from Gai» But Luke, to expreſſe Peters mind more 
ſignificantly, addes, 75 dezowldy, by that determinate, defined, firme, 
immutable, decretive, predeterminative counſel of God , as the word 
importes,according to our former explication of it,on Luk, 22.22, 
whereto this Text ſeems to anſwer. *Oeifey is by Gloſſaries made 
ſynonymous to Te7ley, to ordain, wardrlay, topreordain; milliye, 
to conſtitute ;, isdyau, to eſtabliſh, wggeel{ny, to predetermune. Among 
the LXX. it anſwers to 92, to termine, determine, predetermine , as 
Num. 34.6. Foſb. 13.27. and elſewhere. By which it is moſt 


evident , that it is here by Luke uſed to denote Gods efficaciow,. 


abſo'!ute, predeterminative counſel and purpoſe touching the crucifixi- 
on of our Lord. [2] Then he addes: x} wggy1654 m4 Og, ard 
foreknowlege of God. Note here , that Gods foreknowlege or Pre. 
ſtience of Chriſts crucifixion, and ſo-by conſequence of the ſin an- 
nexed thereto, follows the predetermimation or determined counſel 
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Chap. 3. Arguments frow the Crucifixion of Chriſt, 
of his own wil: God therefore foreknew , becauſe in his deter- 
mined counſel he foreordained or decreed the Paſſion of our 
Lord. And yet [3] this neceſſary predefinition and predeter- 
mination of Gods wil with his infallible preſcience touching the 

crucifixion of Chriſt, did no way leſfen their ſin : for addes Peter, 

Him ye have taken, and by wick; d hands have crucified and ſlain, Al- 

beit he was predefined and predetermined by God to go (as him- 

ſelf declares, Luk. 22. 22.) tothe Croſle, yet they, by their wick- 
ed bloudy hands, rok him as voluntarily, yea with as much bloud- 
thirſty greedineſlſe, as it there had been no predefinition and 
predetermination of the act by God. Lo! whata plain conci- 
liation is here of efficacious predefinition and predeterminative 
concurſe of the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, with the voluntary and free 

eleion of the ſinner as to his part in this bloudy Tragedie. [4] 
Note that phraſe, #:s yer drbuwr, by wicked bands, 4 e. facrile- 
gious, bloudy, God-murdering hands. Which certainly denotes 
their ſin to be of the firſt magnitude, and intrinſecally evil. And 
that this Text fully demonſtrates the predefinition of Chriſts Paſ. 
ſion, Strangins,lib.3. cap.3. pag. 563. freely acknowlegeth. So bb.4. 
cap. 2. pag. 768, he ſaith, That it i not to he douted , but that the 
whole humiliation and paſſion of Chriſt flowed from the decree and wil 
of God , and what God from Eternitze decreed , the ſame be executes 
and procures in time. But what his replie 1s to the force of our ar- 
gument from this abſolute Decree of God we ſhal examine 
anon. 

(5) I come now to that other parallel Text , which fully de. 
monſtrates the POI_ and predetermination of Chrilts cru- 
ciixion by R 
counſel determined before to be done. He ſpeaks of the gathering 
together both of Jews and Gentiles for the crucifying the Son 
of God, as verſ. 26, 27. he ſaith , They did norhing but what Gods 
band and counſel predetermined to be done. (1) By the comnſel of 
God we may here underſtand his Decretive counſel, or the counſel 
and purpoſe of his wil, whereby he predefined and predetermined 
the crucifixion of our Lord, "Thus ſome terme Gods efficacious 
predeterminative Concurſe, quoad attingentiam attivam, as to attive 
atingence, which is nothing elſe but the very wil of God, accord- 
mg to his eternal counſel predetermining and foreordaining al 
future events, as Scots and others aſſure us. Thus Sea mult be 
underſtood, AF, 2. 23. as before. Whence [2] by the Hand of 
God, 
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God, weare to underſtand his moſt efficacioxs and potent execution of 
his decretive counſel, predetermining the whole ſubitcate mater, 
or al entitative afts and circumſtances in the crucifixion of our 
Lord, which they terme his predeterminative Concurſe, quoad at- 
tingentiam pgſſivam, as to paſſive attingence. For mans hand being 
the inſtrument of operation, whereby he puts forth his power and 
force, it is thence applied to God, to denote his moſt potent exe. 
cution of his Decrees in predetermining and applying al ſecond 
cauſes to their a@t, as before g. 1. of this Chapter. We find a 
very good gloſſe hereon in Strangine, bib. 4. cap. 2. pag. 769. ln 
© the other place, ſaith he, A. 4. 28. there is mention made not 

© only of the counſel of God, but alſo of the hand of God;, that counſel 
© may be referred to the Decree, and hand to the execution, Ty 
© decree is preſuppoſed the wiſe counſe! of God , and to execute the 
© power of the Divine right hand. And here truly what God hath 
© decreed in his counſel, he alſo by his hand hath executed : For 
© in this whole work the hand of God hath appeared , howbeit 
© many wicked hands did concur, So the Hand of God here is 

© oppoſed to wicked hands, AR. 2. 23. The band, | ſay, of God ap 
< peared in moderating, ordaining , governing , and directing al the 
© machinations, endeavors, ſayings-and deeds of his enemies, that 
© they ſhould wil and perfect that very ſame thing which he wil 

© led, though with a far different counſel and purpoſe, whatever FÞ i; 

© their malice were, Lo! what a ful teſtimonie is here? who 

would not think Strang orthodox in this point, did he acquieſce & y: 

here ? But there lies a Snake in the graſfe : he elſewhere ſtarts +, 

off from what he here grants, as hereafter. Only this note, that 

he here, as elſewhere, ſtrongly impugnes and oppoſeth that paſſive I (1 

crucifixion which. Bellarmine and a reverend Divine of repute a- | ,, 

mong us only aſcribe to God : for he expreſſely faith, That the very | G 

att of crucifixion was executed by the hand of God; yea al the mach. f ng 

nations, endeavors, ſings, and deeds of Chriſts enemies, moderated, i th 
ordained , governed, airetted by the ſame Divine hand. What JI cy 

could be ſaid more for the predefinition and predetermination of KI 16 

the ſubſtrate mater of an a& intrinſecally evil ? But I paſſe onto Þ tis 

the act of Divine predetermination expreſſed in the Text before the 

us by wgdeucs Whatthe genuine import of wggeelfery is, we have If (4 

ſhewen, Chap. 1.5.6. In the general it ſignifies ro predefine , pre-iÞ he 

deſtine, predetermine : it's applied in the N. T. both to perſons and | ( 
things, and theſe both good and evil. It is here limited __ the 
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Chap. 3. Evaſions touching ative, ehc. 6z 
fined to Gods predefining, predeſtining, and predetermining the 
ſubſtrate mater or entitative aCt of Chriſts crucifixion, which was 
a ſin of the firſt magnitude, containing in its pregnant wombe 
blaſphemie , hatred of God , murther, yea God-killing bloud- 
guiltineſſe, The Syriac turnes it by ZW, to ſeal, conſtuute, and 
e firme any thing. And ſucely if the bleſſed God ever ſealed, 
conſtituted, made firme, Or predetermined any thing in the world, it 
was the-crucifixion of his Son, on which the ſalvation of al his 
Ele&t dependes. Auguſtin renders agar here predeſtinavit , be 
has predeſtined. So the old Latin renders it, 1 Gor. 2.7. And 
Strangius , lib. 3. cap. 5. pag. 582. is herein (as in ſome other 
points ) very ingenuous and free in confeſſing, © That Auguſtin 
To | *doth uſe the words -— OY $7 determine, conſtitute, or - 
he N © dair, and diſpoſe, indifferently, ſoas they may be extended to al- 
ith Þ *things which God hath decreed. So that it's clear by his own 
or | confeſſion, that the crucifixion of Chriſt taken aftively was pre- 
eit deſtined, predefined, conſtituted, foreordained, and pane 
8 ' God, Whence by a paritie of reaſon we demonitrate.our Hypo- 
ap | theſis, that the ſubſtrate mater or eatitative act of that, where- 
the © unto intrinſecal ſin is neceſſarily annexed, is predefined and prede- 
hat © termined by God. The inference and concluſion to me is ſo natn- 
vi ral and evident , that I cannot ſee how the wit of man can evade 
"any it. 
bo Y But let us examine what ſubterfuges and evaſions our Oppo- ou Adueſuric: 
ſce © nents frame to evade the force and evidence this ſecgad Head evaſors exam;- 
ts El touching Chriſts Crucifixion gives to our Hypotheſis, ned. 
hat 1. Bellarmine and from him a reverend Divine of name among x. Evaſion 
ſve © our ſelves replie, That the paſſive won re of Chriſt was from God, touching ative 
: & I rot the ative > 5.e. Chriſts Paſſion and the effefts of it was from 424 paſſive Cra- 
7) || God, but not the aftions of thoſe that crucitied him. (1) How #*i 
chi © poor and ſhiftleſſe this ſhift is we have already demonſtrated on 
ted, © the vendition of Foſeph from Gen. 4.5. 5,7,8. (2) But more parti- 
hat I cularly as to this Head,'I cannot but wonder how any, who have 
| of M cot quite baniſhed Reaſon and Religion from their minds, canſa- 
1to I tisfie themſelves with ſuch jejune notions and evaſions : Did not 
ore © the bleſſed God predefine and predetermine the very act of 
ave NF Chriſts crucifixion ? how elſe could he certainly foreknow that 


pre- © he would be crucified ? Or what certain preſcience could he have 
and Bf of the ſalvation of any one elect ſou], which wholly dependes on 
o0- FI the death of Chriſt ? Again, what fine-ſpun nonſenſe is this, God 
ned K prede- 
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Foeſions tenching ave Book If, 
predetermined the Paſſion of Chriſts crucifixion, but not the A; 
en ? as if God predetermined that Chriſt ſhould be kifſed and fo 
betrayed by F«das , but not that Fudas ſhould kiſfe and 
Chriſt : again, that Chriſt ſhould be mocked , blaſphem 
ſcourged, &c. by the Sontdiers and Jews , but that thete ſhould 
not mock , blaſpheme, fcourge, &c. Chriſt. Laſtly , that the 
Spear ſhould be thruſt into the ſide of Chriſt, but yet not that 
any thruſt it in. What Logic, Reaſon , or ſenſe is this? Do not 
the very Ariſtotcleans grant us, That attion and paſſon are not re. 
ally, but only modally diſtinit ? As the way from e Athens to Thebes, 
and ſo back again from Thebes to Athens , is but one and the ſame 
way, diverſified only from its relation to different termes ; ſo the 
fame. fluxe as it — from the Agent is called Att:on, and as 
it termines on the patient, Paſſio. Is it poſſible then that God 
ſhould predetermine or concur to the paſſion and not to the action 
of crucifixion ? But enough of this , which is ſo ſtrongly refuted 
by Strangins, lib, 4.. cap. 11. pag. 772. 

2. Another reverend Divine of eſtime among us for parts and 
pictie evades thns: [| Chriſts crucifixion J © was a thing which 
*Gods hand and counſel had determined before to be done, A. 
©4.28. z.e. foreſeeing wicked hands would be promt and ready 
© for this tragic enterpriſe , his ſovereign power and wiſe counſel 
* concurred with his foreknowledge , ſo only, and not with leſfe 
© latitude, to define or determine the bounds and limits of that 
© malignifie, than to let it procede to this execution. And to 
« deliver him up (not by any formal reſignation or ſurrender, as 
©we wel know, but permitting him) thereunto. Thongh the 
* fame phraſe of delivering him, hath elſewhere another notion of 
* aſſigning or appointing him to be a propitiation for the fins of 
© men, by dying; which was done by mutual agreement between 
© both the parties, &c. This replie of this learned pions Divine (fo 
far as I can penetrate and underſtand it , which ſeems invol 
under much obſcuritie) may be reſolved into the following parts. 
(1) He makes Gods preſcience or foreſeeing the crucifixion of 
Chriſt by wicked hands, to procede or go before the concurrence 
and determination of Gods wiſe counſel or predefinition there- 
of. . Wherein he fals in with the Jeſuites middle Science , makin 
Gods preſcience precedent to his predefinition or decree , and f0 
dependent only on the mutable wil of men as to the at of fin; 
which he elſewhere ſeems to intimate : whereas the Scripture, 
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which he refers to, eA#. 2. 23. makes the foreknowledge of 
Chriſts crucifixion ſubſequent to the predefinition of his. deter- 
minate Counſel or Decree. And certainly al the wit of man 
ſummed up in one cannot conceive or demonſtrate, how God 
ſhould have a certain preſcience of Chriſts crucifixion, which de- 
pendes wholly on the contingent uncertain wil of man , and not 
on the determinate counſel of his own wil. (2) He makes Gods 
determinate counſel or hand only to determine the bounds and limits 
of that malignitie, &c. As if the bounding and limiting of the 
malignitie , and not the ſubſtrate mater or aft itſelf entitatively 
conſidered were from God. Whereas the Text faith categori- 
cally, That the hand and counſel of God predefined and predetermined 
whatever thoſe withed hands of theirs executed. (3) He gives us a 
new Gloſſe or Paraphraſe on that phraſe delivering him, AF. 2.23. 
asif it implied only an aſſioning or appointing him to be a propitia- 
tion, &©c, But how little this gloſſe wil accord with the ſenſe of 
thele Texts is evident. For that aſſigning and appointing him to 
be a propitiation was immanent and eternal in the Divine De- 
< | crees, but the delivering him here is meant of his being delivered 
+ | into the hands of thoſe that crucified him, and that according to 
dy | the determinate counſel of God. - 
fel 3. Wecome now to the more plauſible ſubterfuges of Stran- Strangiue's E- 
fe is, whereby he endeavors to evade the evidence of thoſe Texts, v«/0ns- 
nat Y) which mention Gods predetermining the crucifixion of our Lord. 
to He anſwers, ib. 3. cap. 4. pag. 573. thus: © The occiſion and cru- 
a | *cifixion of Chriſt, alſo the kind of death were from God : 'and 
the | * as they were from God , they were good and greatly glorioſe, 
1of | *and properly the means to procure our falyation : and God is 
- of | *deſervedly judged the Cauſe and Author of them , Who by his 
een | * determinate counſel and _ delivered his Son to them , whom 
(ff © with wicked hands they [in on the croſſe, Att. 2. 23. Here truly 
by *in the ſame work the good action of God is diſtinguiſhed from 
irts. | *their evil ation : therefore their wickedneſſe and malice was 
| of | ©not from God ; neither was it willed or predefined by God, who 
nc: | *cannot be faid to be the Cauſe and Author of any fin. There- 
ere. | * fore ſpeaking abſolutely , the occiſion of Chrilt was not ſin; (0- 
zing } * therwiſe God ſhould be the Author of fin: ) as to kil a man is 
4 {8 © not ſin. And truly if God had commanded men to kil Chriſt,and 
ſia; | *they out of conſcience to that command had obeyed God, they 
ore, | © had not ſinned. But to proſecute Chrilt out of hatred and il-wil is 
hich K 2 © intrin- 
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© intrinſecally evil, neither can that be any way wel done, or com- 
© manded by God. RN 

Obſerve here {1) he grants that the crucifixion of Chriſt, 
with al its natural circumſtances entitatively conſidered were 
from God, as the God of nature , and fo naturally good : yea; 
that they were morally good. and greatly glorioſe as means to 
procure our ſalvation ; and therefore God.ss deſervealy judged the 
cauſe and author of them, as Af. 2.23. And (2) we denic with 
him, that the wickedneſſe and malice of thoſe afts was from God. 
(2) Healſo grants, Thar the occiſion or killing of Chriſt conſicered 
abſolutely was not ſin. Whereunto we retort , That neither the 
hatred of Chriſt conſidered abſolutely without relation to its ob- 
| is ſin. But, (4) he concludes: But to. proſecute Chriſt out of 
hatred and il-wil is intrinſecally evil, &c. Whence. we argue, That 
the crucifying of Chriſt was a ſin intrinſecally evil, and yet as to 
its ſubſtrate mater and entitative afts from God. For did not 
the Jews proſecute Chriſt out of hatred and malice, yea malice 
blowen up to the ſin againſt the Holy Ghoſt in ſome of them? 
And was not, in this good work of crucifixion , the good attion 
of God, and the evil aftion of the Jews the ſame as to the ſub- 
ſtrate mater or natural entitative act ? This pincheth Srrangiug 
cloſely , and therefore he ſeems to make the natural entitative 
alt of God diſtin from the natural entitative act of the wicked 
Jews: For he ſaith, Here truly in the ſame work the good attion of 
God u diſtinguiſhed from their evil attion;, aud therefore their wicked: 
neſſe and malice was not from God, Here we grant, [17]. his confe- 
quence or concluſion, That their malice was not from God. ['2] We 
thus far alſo grant his Antecedent, That the good action of God, 
conſidered both naturally and morally , was diſtinguiſhed from 
their evil ation conſidered formally and morally : for the malice 
and vitioſitie which formaliſed the aCtion as theirs, 1s.no way im- 
putable to Gods aCt conſidered either naturally or morally. {3} 
But yet we ſtil avouch, and no way dout but to demonſtrate in its 
Place, that in the crucifixion of Chriſt the act of the wicked Jews 
conſidered materially , naturally, and entitativey was one and the 
ſame with Gods 8& : So much al theſe Texts clearly evince z. ſo 
much alſo reaſon diftates: For if there were two aCts, the one 
primarily, yea only from the wicked inſtruments, the other from 
God the prime Efficient , then how could they be ſaid to be the 


inſtryments of Gods Efficience ? Mult we not then. alſo ſuppoſe 
two 
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Chap.3. Gods puniſting his ſinful People, dc. 69 
two Crucifixions, one from God, and the other from the Jews ? 
What a world of abſurdities would follow this Hypotheſis, That 
the ation of God in the Crucifixion of Chriſt conſidered ents. 
ratively, materially, and naturally, was really diſtin from the 
ation of the Inſtruments conſidered entit atrvely, materially, and 
naturally ? But to conclude, we find an excellent ſolution to al 
theſe evaſions and ſubterfuges in Augyſtin, Epilt. 48. ad Vincen- gym Parer 
tim, thus : When the Father delivered his Son, ard Chriſt his own. tradiderit Bt. 
Bodie, and Tudas his Lord, why in this Tradition is God juſt and lium, & Chri- 
man guilty, but becauſe in one and the = thing which they did, the {tus Corpus 
cauſe was not one and the ſame. A ſolution ſufficient to ſatisfie —_ Judas 
any ſober mind : Wherein note, (1) That the a&t of Tradi- jn hac mor rag 
tion and ſo of. crucifying Chriſt, was one and-the ſame entita- ne Deus eſt 
tively and phyſically conſidered both in regard of God and the juſtus & homo 
ſinner. (2) That the difference ſprang from the Canſes: God 15 Mfr quia 
delivered his Son to Death, thereby to bring about the greateſt | —_ —_ 
- X k X L 4 
good that Sinners could wifh for, their Salvation ; but Fudzs non eſt una ob 
and the malitioſe Jews delivered the Lord of Glorie to death, quam fecerunc. 
with wicked hands, out of an avaricious humor, malice, &c, 4*48n/t. Fpift... 
Hence, (3) The Action was moſt juſt and glorioſe on Gods part, 4% 4 Vin. 
but moſt unjuſt and wicked on the Sinners part. This-anſwer of 
Auguſtin is {a great, that it might ſerve to agſwer al the objeQi- 
08s _ our Hypotheſis, were not men bent to cavil againſt 
the truth. 

$.3. I come now to a third Head of Scriptural Arguments, 
namely ſuch, wherein God 3s ſaid to make uſe of wicked Inſtruments 
for the puniſhing or afflifting his people in ſuch a way, wherein the In- 
ſtruments could not. but :contratt exi/t., 1 (hal divide this Head in- 
to two members; (1) Such Scriptures, wherein God is ſaid r9. 
make uſe of wicked Inſtruments for the puniſhing his ſinful people, 

(2) Such as mention Gods affuicting bus rizhteous People by ſinful In-: 

uments. 

1, We ſhal begin with ſuch Scriptures wherein God is faid toy, ' 
make uſe of wicked Inſtruments for the puniſhment of Rt peat _ rg 
$0 Eſa. 10. 5, 6. O Aſſvrian, the rod of mine anger, 1 will ſend him Pple by wic- 
againſt. an bypocritical Nation. The Aſſyrian is ſent by God as his ke Inſtruments. 
rod to puniſh his ſinful people ;, and every ſtroke of this rod was Eſa. 10. 5,5,7. . 
fom God; his hand guiding, ordering, and actuating the rod 
in alits motions. And yet, how much ſin was there committed 
athe Afhrians part in puniſhing {acl ? How little did he in. 
tend . 


Jerem, 16.16, 


God's punifiing bis ſinful People, ce Book. 


'tend to ſerve God herein ? were not Pride and Ambition the - 


main ſprings of his ation? Thence it's added v. 7. Howbeit be 


meaneth not ſo, neither doth his heart think, ſo, &Cc. whence v, 12, 


God threatens to puniſh him for his ſin. So that it's evident, this 
ſending of the Aſſyrian by God, mentioned v.6. cannot be meant 
of any legal permiſſion or commiſſion given him by God, but of the 
ſecret efficacious predeterminative concurſe and Providence of 
God, ordering what ſhould come to paſs. So Fer. 16, 16. Be. 
hold, 1 wil ſend for many fiſhers, ſaith the Lord, axd they ſhal fiſh 
them, and after wil I ſend for many hunters, and they ſhal hunt 
them from every mountain, &c. Note, (1) That theſe words con- 
tain not a promiſſe but threat, begun v. g. T his is evident from 
v.17, (2) By Fiſhers and Hunters in the general we muſt un. 
derſtand enemies to the Jews. To fiſþ and to hunt, isto take and 


deſtroy. War has a great reſſemblance with fiſhing and hunting, ' 


which is a kind of war againſt beſtes; as war is a kind of fiſhi 
and hunting of men: whence Nimrod the firſt Warrier after the 
Floud, is ſtiled Ger, 10. g. 4 mighty hunter, i. e. of men, Ay, 
but more particularly, (3) Who are theſe fiſhers ? Why, as it 
is ſuppoſed, the Egyptians, who are called Fibers, Eſa. 19, 8. 
(4) And who are the Hunters? The Babylonians, as it is gene- 
rally ſaid : But, (5) Who is it that ſends for theſe Fiſhers and 
Hunters? It is God, I wil ſend, &c. (6) Why doth God ſegd 
for them ? To puniſh his ſinful People, and that by thoſe very 
Nations in whom they had fo much confided, and to whom they 
had ſo much conformed, as is intimated v. 17. And what more 
juſt, than that Profeſſors ſhould be puniſhed by ſuch Inſtruments, 
as have been the ground of their confidence, and the exemplars 
of their ſins? (7) How doth God ſend for theſe Fiſhers and 
Hunters ? Surely, not by any legal Aft or formal Commiſſion 
. given to them, but providentsal.y, by exciting their minds, ap- 
plying their wils, and drawing forth, yea determining the ſame 
to the ſubſtrate mater or material entitative aft of afflifting the 
Jews, whereunto there was much malice, murder, and hatred of 
God and his People annexed. Yea, God did not only ſend Ne. 
buchadnezar to afflift Iſrael, but alſo give him a reward for his 
ſervice; as Ferem. 27.6. And now have I given al theſe lands inte 
the hands of Nebuchadnezar the King of Babylon, my ſervant, God 
gives him the neighbor Nations as a reward for his ſervice againſt 
Iſrael. The like Fer. 43, 10, Multitudes of Texts might be 
| added 
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added to ſhew, how God makes uſe of wicked Inſtroments in 
the puniſhment of his ſinful people, and in a providential way 
efficaciouſly concurs to and prederermines al their ations ma- 
terially and naturally conſidered, and yet is no way the Cauſe 
or Author of their ſin, . 

2. To mention one or two Scriptures, which ſpeak of Gods 2. Gods affii- 
wſing wicked Inſtruments in afflifting his innocent People. So Fob 1. ing bis righte- 
God makes uſe of the Sabeans, and Caldeans, yea of Satan him- 9 Servants by 
ſelf, to afflift Fob; and yet he ſaith, v, 21. The Lord taketh away. —_ Hefire- 
He ſaw by faith Gods hand moving, yea predetermining the '*"* 
hearts and hands of his adverſaries to every at of theirs ma. 19 1+ 21- 
rerially conſidered, albeit not to the vitiolitie. So Pſal. 105. 25. pgy 104. 25, 
He turned their heart to hate his people, to deal ſubtilely with bis ſer- © 
vants, Here it's ſaid expreſſely, that God turned, 1. e. efficaci- 
ouſly moved and predetermined the hearts of the Egyptians to 
ig hate his People Irarl. God's turning thery hearts doth expreſſely 
he Y and formally denote his efficacious predeterminative concurſe to 
y, B the entitative material natural a&t of hatred, albeit not to the 
it Y vitiolitie and malignitie-thereof. So much alſo the next clauſe 
8. | importes,' and to deal ſubrilely with his ſervants, i.e. al their ſubtile 
e-  ſtrategems, machinations, and politic contrivements for theex- 
tirpation of 1ſ-ae!, by putting to death their Males, oppreſſing 
them with hard labors, &c. al theſe were, as to their ſubſtrate 
mater and phyſic entitative afts from God, who turned their 
hearts thereto: And what could be more nakedly and evitlently 
faid to demonſtrate, Gods efficacious predeterminative concurſe 
to the ſubſtrate mater of fin ? | 

Let us now ſee what our Opponents replie to theſe Scriptures 
and our Arguments drawen thence. Strangins, L. 4.c. 4. p. 791. 
evades the force of this laſt Text thus: What 5 ſaid Pal. 10g, 
25. that God turned their hearts to hate his people, it muſt be un- 
derſtood, that God did it not by perverting the hearts of the Egyp- 
tians, but by doing good to his people, whence the Egyptians took, oc- 
caſion of hatred. (1) We ſay not that God perverted the hearts 
of the tians; that's the commun odioſe conſequence which 
our Adverſaries impoſe on us. But, (2) We avouch, that God 
did more than give occaſion to the Egyptians of hating, by his 
doing good to his people. Is not this a ſtrange Comment, God 
turned their heart to hate bus people, i.e. gave occaſion of hatred, 
by doing good unto his people? Doth not Gods _—_ the 
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heart in Scripture Phraſeologie always import his cffica©: ; pre. 


determinative concurſe in applying thewil to its aft ? Vi 1-2 it's! 


faid, Prov. 21, 1, God turneth the heart whitherſoever he w:l, isit 

not meant of an efficacious concurſe ? Do not alſo the follow. 

ing words, ſal. 105. 25. to deal ſubtilely with bs ſervants, clearly 

implie an efficacious aCt of God upon their hearts, predetermining 

them to their at? Certainly ſuch Comments are very poor eya. 

ſions to elude ſuch clear Texts. As for the other Texts, Stran. 

9's general anſwer p. 774, 775+ 1s, That God is the (auſe of the 

att in thoſe ſins, but not of the pravitie of the Inſtruments, &c. Ard 

what do we ſay or delire more ? But yet there lies a ſting in this 

yery conceſſion of kis: for he addes, p. 774. That God hath de. 

crecd nothing by his Wil of good pleaſure, but what he approves as 

Good, i. e. God hath not abſolutely decreed to permit fin, be. 

cauſe he doth not approve-of it. Wherein note, [1] How he 

doth, with the Pelagians and Arminians, confound Gods De 

cretive Wil, with his Approbative complacential Wil. [2] Wede- 

nie not but God approves of al his own Acts; but the Queſtion 

is touching: objets , Whether God approves of al objefts which by 

his Decretive Wil he decrees to permit ? This we peremptorily de- 

nie, and -no way dout but to make good our denial in its 

lace. 

4 Gods imme- ; $. 4. Another Head of Arguments, contains ſuch Scriptures as 
diate hand iz mention Gods own immediate band in thoſe eAtts whereunto ſin is ap- 
the Ads of ſin. pendent, We begin with 2 Sam. 12. 11. where God tels David 
2 Sam. 12.11. by Nathan, that for his folie committed with Uriah's wife, and 
murder, Behold, I wil raiſe up evil againſt thee out of thine own houſe, 

and I wil take thy wive; before thine eyes, and give them unto thy neigh- 

2 Sar, 15, 22. hour, &c. This threat we find fulfilled, 2 Sam. 16. 22. And Ab- 
fſalom went in unto his Fathers Concubines in the ſight of al Iſrael. 

What could be more plainly and diſtinCtly expreſſed to demon- 

«ſtrate Gods immediate concurſe to that entitative act of Abſ. 

low's Sin ? Here Strang, |. 4. c. 4. p. 789. acknowledgeth, 

(1) That Abſalom's Inceſt in violating his fathers. bed i by God owned 

as his own Fatt. But, (2) then he anſwers, that this was acknow. 

ledged for the reaſon above-mentioned, namely, by reaſon of Gods eff. 

cacious Gubernation, «Moderation, and Direltion, which he afforded, 


according to the modes _ explicated, about the ſinful Wils of 


Abſalom and «Achitophel, and their aftions in this wickedneſs ; which 
fait 's related 2 Sam. 16. 20, KC, For thisss uſual , that the effet, 
which 
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Chap. 3-  Shimei's Caring David bow from God. 73 
which ariſeth from two cauſes, whereof the one is effeftive, and the 
other direitive , be aſcribed to both, but in a different reſpelt, &c. 
This is the commun anſwer, which he and his Seators give to 
ſuch Scriptures, which ſpeake Gods immediate hand in the enti- 
tative acts of ſin; let. us therefore a little examine the force of 
this anſwer. 

(1 Take notice, that he allows Gods Gubernation, Moderation 
| and Dire#:on of the At whereto ſin is annexed, but not the pro- 
duttion of the aft. This is evident by the Concluſion, wherein he 

makes the Sinner to be the effef:ve cauſe, but God the direttive 
$ only. But I replie, how can God efficaciouſly Govern, Moderate, and 
. Dirett the Act,unleſs he be alſo the effeCtive Cauſe thereof? Take 
5 his own inſtance, the ſinful wils of Abſalom and Achitophe!, how 
- is it poſſible, that God ſhould efficaciouſly govern and direct 
e I thoſe immanent acts of their ſinful wils, but by influencing their 
e- wils, and efficaciouſly predetermining them to at ? If God did, 
b- as he grants, efficaciouſly govern, moderate, and dirett their ſinful 
n | wils in thoſe immanent acts of Luſt, certainly he muſt neceſſa- 
by Wl rily produce thoſe aCts. 2) Neither wil this anſwer at al ſolve 
e- the Difficultie: for ſuppoſe we grant, that God doth only effi- 
ts © caciouſly govern, moderate, and direCt the ſinful at, not pro- 
duce the entitative mater thereof, yet this efficacious diretive in- 

as © fluence doth as much make God the Author of ſin, as our efeftive 
p- WW predeterminative concurfe. For Gods efficacious Moderation and 
1d BE Direftion of the ſinful aft, denotes his efficacious Preſervation 
nd I ofthe aft, which is as ſinful as the effetion or production of the 
ſe, | AR. But moreof this hereafter, Chap. 5, 6. 
gh- Another Scripture which ſpeaks Gods immediate predetermi- Shimei's c/7ag 
4b- | native concurſe in the entitative act of Sin, is 2 Sam. 16. 10, David, bow 
zl. | where David ſaith of Shimes, That the Lord ſaid unto him, (urſe 119 God- 
on- | David. And v. 11, Let kim curſe; for the Lord hath bidden him, 2+ 16+ 10, 
ſJa- | Now the force of this argument dependes on the explication of or 
th, £ this word or command of God to Shimes, which mult be here ta- 
ned | ken either morally, for a divine precept and injunction, or phy- 
ow- | ficly for an efficacious Concurſe and influence. ( 1 ) That it 
# cannot be here taken morally far a preceptive word, is moſt evi- 

d, }| dent; becauſe had God commanded Shime: to curſe David, he 
[s of | had been the moral cauſe and fothe Author of his ſin. (2) There- 
hich }| fore it remains, that it be here taken only phyficly, for Gods 
Fe, || cficacious Concurſe ſecretly and powerfully inclining and apply- 
ch L ing 
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Shimei's Curfirg David bow from God. BookTit, 
ing Shins wil to the entitative act of this curſing. And in this 
ſenſe the Word of God is frequently taken in Scripture, namely, 
for his efficacious predeterminative concurſe, in the Creation, 
Conſervation, and Gubernation of things. 

Now what doth Stranvixs replic to this? Why, 4. c. 4. p. 786. 
he ſaith, Thar Shimer”s Curſings being intrinſecally evil, we may not 
ſay, that God did move or impel him thereto in a proper manner of 
ſpeech, neither that Shimei was the Inſtrument of Go m theſe afty. 
015, as they were determined to ſuch an objeft ; but only as direited 
by God to his juſt judgements : and that moſt certam direttion of Ged, 
with the adminiſtration of Circumſtances and Occaſions was as a Pre. 
cept. In which Reſponſe note, (1) That he grants, that Sy 
mes his curſing was an attion intrinſecally evil : which is a great 
conceſſion, and wil clearly overthrow his own Hypotheſis, and 
prove ours, That God doth predetermine the wi! to the ſmbſtyate ma- 
ter of attions intrinſecally evil. For if Shimei's Curfing was an aQti- 
on intrinſecally evil, then ſurely fuch alſo was the Venditionof 
Fofeph and the Crucifixion of our Lord, which were both as to 
their entitative afts predetermined by God. But (2) he denies, 
that Shimet was the Inſtrument of God in theſe attwns, as determined 
to ſuch an objet. In the laſt clauſe of this Antitheſis hes the 
ſpirit and force ofal his objections againſt predetermination fo the 
ſubſtrate mater of ſin ; which we intend more fully to examine 
Chap. 6. $. 1. at preſent, we ſay, [1] That Shimes was not the 
inſtrument of any moral but phyſic influence from God : the pre 
cept or bidding here ſpecified was not moral but phy/ic arid real: 
God did not morally command Shime: to curſe David, but phy- 
ſicly and naturally incline him to the entitative aft of Curſin 
him; which was as a Precept : this Strangins grants in the cloſe 
as to Gods direction. [2] Hence if we conſider Shime?'s curſing 
as phyſicly determined to ſuch an object, it was not morally evil 
but K-45 þ and ſo from God : It's true, as it' was morally deter: 
mined by Shime: the moral Agent to its object David, ſo it was 
intrinſecally evil, but as it was phyſicly or naturally determined 
by God, for the puniſhment of Davza, ſo it was both naturally 
and morally good and from God. (3.) He placeth the whole of 
Gods Influence to this act, 2 direiting his Aftions to his juſt judge- 
ments, &c, To which I anſwer. [ 17] How could God dirett 
theſe aCtions of Shimes; ſpecially, the immanent aCts of his wil, 


(which were the worſt part of his malediCtion) but by an effi 
Cacious 
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caciqus predeterminative influence on his wil and its afts? 
[2] He grants, that this Dwettion of God was moſt certain and 
efficacioss: if fo, then certainly predeterminative : and if the di- 
re(tion be predeterminative, is not Gods concurſe to the ſinful 
act conſidered materially and entitatively, predeterminative ? 
[3] 1t Gods direCtive concurſe be predeterminative, as Strar- 
gi muſt by bis conceflions grant, wil not thoſe ugly conſequen. 
ces which he lodes our Hypotheſis with, be al retorted on him? 
Did not Gods efficacious dire&tion termine on Shimer's curſing as 
determined to ſuch an objeft, namely David? And was he not 
the Inſtrument of this efficacious diretion ? 
Baronins, Metaph. S. 8. Diſp. 3. p. 158. anſwers this Text thus: 
To that maledittion of Shimes it is anſwered, That God commanded 
Shimes to curſe David, not by bending his wil, but by opening to him 
the way. to this evil, and by ſhutting it to al other evils, i. e. by per- 
emitting him to att this only, whenas 2 was ready for other evils. 
A poor evaſion indeed, and ſuch as if admitted would make the 
whole Scripture but asa Noſe of Waxe. (1) Doth not David 
fay categoricly, that God bid, (i. e. not morally but phyſicly } 
Shimes to curſe? And what can this implie, but the bending his 
wil to the ſubſtrate mater, or entitative At? (2) Can it be 
imagined, that David could mean only a mere otioſe and ſpecu- 
latrve permiſſion, and not an active concurrence to the aCt it 
ſelf entitatively conſidered ? (3) Doth not Barons confeſs, that 
God opened to him the way to this evil? And if ſo, muſt he not 
then open Shime:'s heart to the mater of it? Did not the main 
att of malediCtion ariſe from his wil ? And if that were not open- 
et to the entitative aft, would the way to this evil have been 
ever opened ? 
Again, Gods immediate predeterminative hand in thoſe afts, 
whereunto ſin is neceſlarily appendent , may be demonſtrated 
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from 2 Sam. 24. 1. eAnd again the anger of the Lord was kindled 2Sam. 24.1. 


ainſt Iſrael, and he moved David againſt them, to ſay, Go number 
Iſrael and 7udah, Here it is expreſlely ſaid , that God moved Da- 
*d to number the people. ND1), and he moved or excited, s.e, efh- 
cciouſly determined and applied his wil to the ſubſtrate mater of 
this command to number the people. Hence Srrangins, pag.790. 
anſwers, (1) That the He here muſt be meant of Saturn , who i ſaid, 
t Chron. 21. 1. to ſtir up. David to number the people. And he 

cites for this Comment Zu with others. But ma | 
L 2 fabter- 
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ſubterfuges wil men flie unto to avoid the force and evidence of 
Divine light ? Doth not Grammatic conſtruction, as wel as the 
mind of the words utterly reject ſuch a gloſſe? The Particle He 
here is not a diſtinct Pronoun, as our Engliſh Verſion reads it, but 
included in the Verbe ND? which is by the Copulative » joined to 
the former part, ani rhe anger of the Lord was kindled : fo that if 
the paſſive, was kindled, belongs to the Lords anger, then alſo muſt 
what follows, and he moved. Neither is this ſenſe aliene from 
other Scriptures: for 1 Sam, 26. 19. David ſaith, That God had 
ftirred up Saul againſt him, i. e. efficaciouſly moved him to the enti. 
tative aCt of perſecuting David. Thence (2) Strangius fearing 
the ruinous downfal of this refuge flies to another , thus: But if 
we follow the commun interpretation , it appears, that the ſame ft u 
aſcribed to God and Satan, and therefore it muſt be on a different ac- 
count : and here alſo the varietie m the end and mode makes the unſpot- 
ted Fuſtice of God to ſhine forth, and the malice of Satan and pravitie 
of man to diſcover itſelf. For [1] the attion of numbering the people 
was mot in itſelf evil, [2 Divines diſtinguiſh between tentation of 
probation and ſedttion. [3] Here the ſane things concur , which 
were before explicated of the ſame ſenſe, whereby God u ſaid to incline 
#0 evil, namely the permiſſion and laxation of the reins to Satan, the ob- 
lation of occaſions and irritaments , tmpediments being removed, and 
the ſuſpenſion of Divine Grace : which things concurring with the pra- 
witie of nature, ſin neceſſarily follows. 

(1) Wegrant, that the ſame fact is aſcribed to God and Satan 
on different accounts : God put the thought entitatively conſide- 
red into Davids heart, but Satan ſtirred up his heart to the act of 
numbering the people ; God in judgement gave over David to 
this ſin, that it ſhould be at this time when God was angry with 
Iſrael : There is a ſpecial providence of God even in the ebulli- 
tions of luſts in the hearts of his own people. Thus alſo in the 
wicked ; who put that thought of murder conſidered materially 
ito the heart of Eſau, When my father i dead I wil ſlay my brother 
Facob ? Was it not from God ? Whence came that motion into 
the heart of Z«das to betray Chriſt, with al the circumſtances ma- 
terially conſidered referring thereto ? were they not from God? 
Thus here, God put the entitative thought of numbering the peo- 
ple into the heart of David, albeit Satan ſtirred it up; and God 
was the Orderer,al]beit Satan the Abettor and in ſome ſenſe theAu- 
thor of it; for God is only the prime phyſic cauſe of the natural 
enititie, 
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entitie , but Satan the moral cauſe or Author of the vitioſitie: 
2gain, the concurſe of God to the natural entitative aCt is imme- 
diate, efficacious, and predeterminative, but Satans concurſe only 
mediate, objeRive, and ſuaſive, though with more or leſle degrees 
of moral efficacitie, as Eph. 2.2. Again, (2) we grant, that the 
different ends and modes of operating make Gods unſpotted 
Juſtice and mans pravitie to ſhine forth. (3) Weare glad, that 
Strangius wil grant, the attion of numbering the people not to be 
1 itſelf evil. Whence, by a paritie of reaſon, we argue, That 
no aCtion, though never ſo intrinſecally evil, is in itſelf, 5:e, as 
conſidered in its payfic entitative at , and according to its ſub- 
ſtrate mater, ſinful : for certainly if Davids-numbering the peo- 
ple, which was a ſin attended with ſo much pride, vain-glorie, and 
confidence in an arme of fleſh , with other aggravations, which 
ſo greatly provoked God, were notin itſelf evil, no other fin con- 
ſidered in its mere entitative and phyſic act is ſuch. Yea, Ias yet 
ſee no reaſon why this ſin of David conſidered in its individual 
circumſtances and moral relation to its object and principes, may 
not be eſtimed a ſin intrinſecally evil, as wel as Shime?'s curſin 
David. But (4) Strangins's ſummary concluſion , That Gods 
concurſe to Davids ſin was only an idle permiſſion, laxation of the reins 
to Satan, and oblation of occaſions, with Juſpenſron of Divine Grace, 
is very contradictory both to the letter and mind of the Text, 
which faith poſitively, that God moved, or excited, and ſtirred xp the 
mind of David,not morally, but phyſicly,to the entitative aCt of num- 
bering the people. Certainly, when the Scripture ſpeakes ſo ca- 
tegoricly and poſitively of Gods moving the wil to its aft, to reſtrain 
ſuch moving influencesand cauſalitie, only to mere zdle permiſſion, 
or objeftive oblation of occaſions , or negatrve ſuſpenſions of Divine 
Grace, what is this but to make the Scripture contradictory to it- 
ſelf, or affirmation and negation applicable to the ſame words ? 
How eaſily might an Atheilt hence take advantage to elude al 
Scripture ! 

But to paſſe on to other Texts, that clearly expreſſe Gods im- 
mediate predeterminative concurſe to the fubſtrate mater. of ſin- 
ful ats. 1 Kgs 11.371. the Lord faith, 7 wil rend the kingdome 
out of the hand of Solomon. $0 verſ. 37. to Jeroboam, I wil take 
thee and thou ſhalt reigne, &c, Whence 1 Kings 12, 15. it's ſaid, 
that the cauſe why Rehoboam hearkened not unto the people, was 
from the Lord, that he. might performe his ſzying, &c. $0 verſ. 24. 

God 
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1 King, 11.37, 
37. & 12. 15, 
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2 Kings 9. 3-& me. So of Febu, God faith, 2 Kings g. 3, 1 have anointed thy 
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King : and chap. 10. 30. Jeb is ſaid to do wnto the hoſe of Ahab o 
that was in Gogs heart. From theſe Texts it's molt evident, that 
the holy God aſſumes to himſelt-the production of ſuch encits 
tive natural afts, which bad ſin neceſſarily appendent to them, 

Now let us examine what reſponſe Srrangwy gives hereto: /. 4. 
C.4+ Þ. 793. rejecting the anſwer -of Bellarmine, ( which to me is 
as good as his, yea not really different) he anſwers, It « not un. 
likely bit that Jeroboam and Jehu, albeit in taking the Kingdome they 
ſinned not as to the thing itſelf and ſubſtance of the att , becauſe in, 
ftrulted by Gods command, yet in manner of alting, as they were pro. 
fane men, they variouſly ſinned by min yu own ambition and de. 
praved affettions with the works of Goa, Thence he concludes, That 
whatever their ſins were, yet the juſtice of God ſufficiently ſhines forth 
5 the whole of this Adminiſtration , becanſe God uſed bath the King 
and ay #n this works only as inſtruments to execute his juſt judge. 
ments, GC, 

To give a brief replie hereto, it. is very evident , that al that 
Straxgins hath given us in anſwer to theſe Texts, doth but more 
confirme us in the true ſenſe we give of them. For-(1). it is ma. 
nifeſt, that Feroboaw and Fehr, with-the Revolters their Adhe- 
rents, ſinned not only in the mode or manner, but in the very ſub- 

ſtance of their as: For is not High treaſon againſt a lawful King 
an aCt ſinful as to its ſubſtance ? And were not Reboboam and Abab 
both lawful Kings ? Was not. Reboboam Solomons Son , whom God 
made King, ?: It's true, Feroboam and Feby had private prophetic 
Inſtructions and UnCtions, but yet thoſe gave them no real title 
before the people, but only ſecret intimations what God would in 
his providence bring to paſſe. Dawd had a promiſe of the King- 
dom and alſo Divine Union; and yet he- confeſſeth , that God 
gave him no actual title to the Kingdom. in the eyes of men ; but 
he ſtil ownes Saul as his Soverain King, and the Lords Anginted : 
and ſo ought Feroboam and Fehs their lawful Soverains,, til God 
had given them a legal title before men, (2) But ſuppoſe Fere- 
boam and Fehu's ſin were only in the mammer, not in the ſubſtance 
of the ach, yet certain it is, that: the peoples ſin, before God had, 
declared his ſoverain wil to them, was high Treaſon, and fo ſub- 
ſtantially evil. (3) Yea further , =_ that they al ſinned but: 
in the wode, not in the ſubſtance of their acts, yet whether the = 
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be ſubſtantially or modally only ſinful, it comes alto one in this 
caſe of Divine concurſe and predetermination : For if God con- 
thr to the fubſtrate mater of aClts modally ſinful, why may he fot 
as wel concur to the ſubſtrate mater of adts ſnbſtantially ſinful ? 
Do not ofr Adverſaries hereby, according to their Principes, 
make God the Anthor of modat ſins ? Or, is not the entitative at 
of modal and ſubſtantial ſins the ſame as to kind , namely a real 
phyſic or natural good ? and therefore if God concur to the one, 
why not alſo td the other? Afſuredly, the moſt refined Wits wil 
never find out a ſufficient diſparitre between a&ts modally and 
ſubſtantially ſinfal, ſo as to allow God an efficactofns concurſe to 
the ſubſtrate mater of the one, but not of the other. (4) Stran- 
gius grants in the cloſe , That God uſtd both theſe Kitigs aid their 
matinous Adbtrents as inſtruments in this worke , to exectite his ju#t 
judgements, &c," Did he ſo indeed ? Did he niot thith alfo make 
ufe of tir politic contrivements, ambitiofe wils, and rebellious 
affeftions as inftraments in this worke? And if ſo, did n6t God 
alſo move, excite, applie, yea predetermine their wils to the ſub. 
ſtrate mater of their traitorons rebellious deſignes and exþloits ? 
Do not al theſe conſequences hang together in an indiſſoliÞle 
chain of invict Reaſon? To clofe up theſe arguments with that 
of (Catoin, Hſtirat. lib, 1. cap. 18. $.4. pz. 78. * But now how it 
tmay be from God, and governed by his fectet providence, which 
men wickedly undertake , we have an illuſtrious docuiticht in 
the Elettivn of King Feroboammz in which the madneſſe and te- 
©meritie of the page is ſeverely condemned , becauſe they _ 
eyerted the order eftabliſhed byGod , and perfidioſely depatte 
©from the farnilie of David - ahd yet we khow, that God woul 
t have hittt anointed 5 whence in the words of Hoſea, c. 8. 4. there 
cappears a kind of repugnance ; becauſe God there complains, 
«That that Kingdome was erefted contrary to hit wil and kyowleoe 1 
tand yet c. 13. I1. he declares, That hz gave Feroboam to be King 
ti his wrath. How can theſe things agree ? Thence he concludes, 
We ſee therefore that Ged , who nilled the prrfidie or treacherie, yet, 
i for arother end, juſtly willed the defeftion. And if God juſtly wil- 


ed the defeCtion, he alſo juſtly moved and predetermined them | 


to the ſubſtrate mater thereof ; for predetermination anſwers 
adequately to God predefinition or abſolute volition, as Sirarn- 
gins grants. 
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fore behold, the Lord bath put a lying ſpirit in the mouth of at theſe thy 
Prophets, and the Lord hath ſpok;n evil concerning thee, (1) The 
Lord hath put, y1\2, hath given forth, delivered, or put, LXX. Wham, 
hath given. It notes here an efficacious enthuſiaſtic intuſion, 
which of al kinds of predetermination is moſt prevalent and ir- 
reſiſtible. (2) Note alſothe ſin, it isa lying ſpirit , which cer. 
tainly denotes an adt intrinſecally evil : For 1s it not a in of the 
firſt magnitude to forge lying Prophecies, and impoſe them on 
men as the Oracles of God , thereby to delude their ſouls into 
Hel? Such was the caſe here : and yet, lo! it's ſaid, that this ve. 
ry ſin was, as to its ſubſtrate mater or entitative aCt , from God; 
can any thing be ſpoken more nakedly and clearly to evince and 
demonſtrate the truth of our Hypotheſis ? 

What doth Strangiw replie to this? His anſwer we find, bb. 4. 
cap. 4. pag. 788. We muſt note , that ths oration from the Prophet 
Micaiah # parabokc, in which various things are ſpoken aydganowallss, 
to our Capacitie ;, andin a Parable althings are not to be cut open to the 
quick, but that only muſt be regarded, dich belongs to the ſcope of the 
Parable—— But in that God ſaid, verſ. 22. Go forth and do ſo, it 
muſt be underſtood of Divine permiſſion : for we uſe the Imperative 
Mode not ap in commanding, but alſo in permitting, or giving licence, 
And albeit there be mention made of a Divine precept , yet that ts nat 
otherwiſe to be taken, than for the efficacious direttion of God, for the 
execktion of his juſt judgement, that God delivered Ahab and his falſ 
Prophets left by God to be deceived by Satan : of which Tradition af- 
terward. | 

In anſwer hereto, (1) what Swangins means by his parabolic 
Oration is not eaſie to divine. For we know, that al Parable 
conſiſte of two parts, the Propoſition and Reddution Or moral : and 
what is there to be found of theſe in this Text -or Contexture? 
But this ſeems moſt like to Srrangi's deſign, to bring this Text 
to a parabolic image, thereby to elude its argumentative force; 
for Divines ue ; That parabolic or _ T heologie is not argu 
mentative , further than the ſcope and mind of the Symbol react 
eth. That here is ſomething ſpoken dyfgevereld;, or according 
to human capacitie l eaſily grant, but this doth not at al invalt 
date the argument, but rather confirme it. The wiſe God ſpeakes 
according to the manner of men, inquiring, examining, and expett- 
ng what the iſſue would be, thereby the more fully to demonſtrate 
tus efficacious predeterminative concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater 
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y of this ſinful at. (2) As for the command of God, verſ. 22. Go 
hb forth and do ſo , it can in no ſober ſenſe be underſtood of a mere 
b permiſſion. For al permiſſion is either moral or phyſic and natu- 
n, ral: it cannot be meant of a moral permiſſion , which Serangius 
r ſeems to incline unto: for if God had given the lying ſpirit a li- 


3 cence, or legal permiſſion to deceive, how could he be vindicated 
1c from being the Author of the ſin? Is not lying a fin intrinſecally 
n evil? Should not the holy God then, according to this ſenſe, be 


the Author of a ſin intrinſecally evil? Neither can it be meant of 
.. a mere ſpeculative phyſic permiſſion , as to the ſubſtrate mater : 
4; for it's expreſſed in a terme of the moſt aCtive import, the Lord 
id bath put, 11M). This Divine precept therefore mult denote an effi- 

cacious real influence , ſuch as predetermined thoſe lying ſpirits 
4 tothe ſubſtrate mater of their ſin. Yea, (3) is there not ſo much 


WM included in the laſt clauſe of Srrangins's replie, wherein he grants, 
bs This Divine precept to be taken for the efficacions direttion of God, for 


the execution of his juſt judgement ? Now what is Gods efficacious 
þ MM direction, but a part of his efficacious predeterminative concurſe ? 
And how could God efficacioully direct theſe lying ſpirits in Ahabs 


h falſe Prophets, but by a predeterminative intluence applying their 
MM minds and wils to the ſubſtrate mater of their falſe prophetic in- 
we Pirations ? 


Fu I ſhal conclude this Head with Rev. 17. 17. where ſpeaking of Rev. 17. 17. 
the tex Hornes, which gave their power to the Belte, he ſaith, God 
hath put into their hearts to fulfil his wil , and to agree and give their 

kingdome unto the Beſte. That phraſe 5 @«ds Iſoxey vis Tas xag- 

lic WY las, is very emphatic, and notes not the infulion of any vitiolitie, 

but the efficacious predetermining their wils to the ſubſtrate ma- 

nd I £7 or entitativeact, and permiſſion of the vitiolitie. "x faxey 

here exaCtly anſwers to {N3, 1 Kings 22. 23. which the LXX. ren- 


” der 8Hfaxe, and here ſignifies, to cauſe the mater effettually to be 
brought about, as the ſame word ſignifies, Mar. 12. 39. & 16. 4. & 


Ml 24-24: Mar. 13.22. A, 2.19. & 14. 3. Rom. 15. 5. Rev. 3.4. 
-4 and elſewhere. Whence it follows: muoa # yroulw wy, to ful- 
wat fil bis wil. Toto here ſignifies, powerfully to effett, or to performe 
ap with ſingular efficace , in which ſenſe it is uſed alſo Mar. 7. 22. & 

13.58. or to effett with labor and induſtrie , as it's uſed, AF. g. 39. 
of & 19. 24. Heb. 8. 5. yvr6un ſignifics properly-a decree, ſentence, Oc 

confirmed purpoſe ; {o here. So that the mind of this Text ſeems 
this : The bleſſed God paſſed an abſolute irreverſible decree or 


of | w_ purpoſe, 


purpoſe , that the Adherents of Antichriſt ſhould give up their 
Power and Kingdome to him ; and thence he, by an efficacious 
concurſe, predetermined their wils to the ſubſtrate mater of thoſe 
acts, whereunto fin was annexed, for the glorifying of his Juſtice, 
on Antichriſt, and his power and mercie towards his afflitted 
Churches, 

Now let us examine the ſubterfuges men ſhelter themſelyes 
under , to avoid the force of this Text, A reverend Divine of 
name among, vs replies thus: (1) He that readeth Dr. Ham. 
' monds Expolition applying this to Alaricus ſacking Rome , with 
© the effets, wil ſee that the very ſubjett is ſo dubious and dark, as 
© not fit to found ſuch a Doftrine on. (2) It was the effect of 
© ſin that God willed, and not the fin. (3) He is not ſaid to put 
© the ſin into their hearts, — but only to do his pleaſure , and agree 
© eo give wp, &Kc. which he could molt eaſily do by putting many 
*yood and lawful thoughts into their hearts, which with their 
© own ſins, would have that effeft , which he willed : if a thief 
thavea wil to rob, God may put it into his heart to go ſuch ot 
© ſuch a way, where a wicked man to be puniſhed wil be ia his 
© way. - Thus that reverend Divine. 

In anſwer hereto we ſay, That whatever mens Comments may 
be, yet certainly the ſubject is not ſo dark , but carries evidence 
enough with it, that it can be meant of no other than of the ten 
hornes, which give up their Kingdome to the Antichriſtian Beſte. 
(2) Whereas he ſaith, It was the _ of their ſm that God willed, 
1d not the ſin, this ſeems contradictory to the very letter as wel az 
to the mind of the words: for it's ſaid, [17] God hath put it tit 
their hearts, i.e. not only the effect, but the very material entita- 
tive att, Then [2] ro fulfil his wil, 1.&. his decree, ſo yudun hete 
muſt note. Now God decreed the very act, and not only the ef. 
fe&t; and therefore his predetermining concurſe muſt alfo reach 
the very a&: according to that great theologic Axiome allowed 
by Strangins and others , That predetermination neceſſarily ſollowi 
predefinition , or Gods abſolute Decree. Yea [37 it's ſaid » That 


God put into their hearts , not only to fulfil his wil , but alſo to agree 
and give their Kingdome to the Beſte. To agree, notjamu uias yreulw, 
Knanimouſly to make one Edi or Decree , and that at a Council-table. 
Which clearly denotes a deliberate, firme, unanimous conſent of 
giving up their power to the Beſte. And doth not this clear! 
peak the at of their ſin, as welas the eftet? And is not this a 
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as to its entitative mater, ſaid to be put into their hearts by God ? 
Somuch alſo the next Verbe ya: importes, namely their delibe. 
rate free donation of their power, wherein the formalitie of their 
ſin lies : and yet this very act, as to its ſubſtrate mater, is ſaid to 
be from God. Whence (3) whereas he ſaith, Gad 5s nat ſaid to 
put the ſin into their bearts,— but only to do his pleaſure and agree, 
&c, l eaſily grant, [1] That God did not put the fin formally 
conſidered into their heart ; for God temtes no one to ſin; but yet 
he put the material entirative act of the ſin into their heart. For 
wherein lay the malignitie of their ſin, but in this, that they una- 
nimouſly and peremtorily agreed or decreed to give up their 
power to the Belte ? And is not this very act, entitatively conſi- 
dered, faid to be put into them by God? And was it not alfo 
Gods pleaſure or ftated Decree, that they ſhould thus agree ? &c. 
And [2] whereas he ſaith, God could make them do bis pleaſure 
moſt eaſily, by putting good and lawful thoughts into their hearts, 
&c. is not thisa very ſlender evaſion ? what the leaſt mention is 
there of any ſuch thing in the Text ? Yea, is it not expreſſely ſaid, 
That God put into their bearts to agree, &c? And did not the poi- 
ſon of their ſin lie in this maligne bloudy agreement? Albeit the 
holy God be ſufficiently vindicated from the leaſt imputation of 
any hand in this conſpiracie, in that he decreed and produced on- 
ly the entitative at, not the vitiolitie. [3] His inſtance or 
imilitude from the Thief that hath a wil to rob, &c. is extreme 
lame and nothing to the purpoſe; for it's evidently faid in the 


'Text, that God not only concurred to the externe acts and effefts, 


but that he put it into their hearts to agree, &c. So that the very 
wil and conſent, entitatively conſidered, was from God. 

Let us now examine what Srrangins replies to this, who bb. 4. 
cap. 10. pag. 855. acknowlegeth this Text Rev. 17. 17. to be meant 
of the ten hornes giving their power to the Beſte ;, but yet ſo as that 
if we underſtand the words (1) of Gods putting it ints their minds 
to agree, &c. © then the ſenſe muſt be no other than, 2 Thef. 2. 
© 13. Rom. 1.28, and like places, which ſpeak of Gods delivering 
©menupto a reprobate mind, and ſending the efficace of error, 
(that they might ſerve Antichriſt, And here the diſtintion 
© maſt always concur, when in the ſame action ſin and puniſhment 
© concur , that not mens fins , but Gods judgements and puniſh- 
©ments muſt be aſcribed to God, In this ſenſe God is faid ts 
(excite, impel, and incline to ſin, Before we paſſe on to Stranginss 

M 2 ſecond 
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ſecond anſwer , let us a little examine this. [17 He grants, 
that God judicially may and doth concur to fin, yea excite, impel, 
and incline men to it, And doth not this fully overthrow his own 
Hypotheſis and confirme ours? For if God in judgement mpel, 
excite, and sncline men to one ſin, as a puniſhment of another, is 
he not then as much the Author of ſin in this way , as in ours? 
[2] How Goth God judicially puniſh one ſin by another, but, to 
uſe his own words, by delivering ſuch up to a reprobate mind and 
the cſſicace of error ? Andif ſo, then mult not the ſubſtrate acts 
ot ſuch judicial dercliction be from God ? Of this hercafrer, 
.6. 

But (2) I paſſe on to his ſecond anſwer, whereon he ſeems to 
lay the moſt weight, though indeed molt feeble: © But, faith he, 
© becauſe thoſe words, Rev. 17, 17, are immediately ſubjoined to 
© verſ. 16. and are conneCted therewith by the rational Particle 
©yag, Which points out the reaſon of that which next follows, 
©namely, that thoſe ten Kings having changed their opinion, 
© ſhould deſtroy the Whore and Antichriſt, it ſeems to me more 
© commodious, if in that verſ. 17. there be a reaſon given of this 
© famoſe change, that they who were before the friends and val- 
©fals of Antichriſt, ſhould be afterwards enemies and adverſaries 
©to him, namely, becauſe God hath put this into their heart. 
© And the firſt words of verſe. 17. ſufficiently accord to this Expo- 
©ſition— But what 1s ſubjoined, That they might give their 
© Kingdome to the Beſte, until the word of God ſhonld be conſummate, 
<[ ſhould think ought to be expounded negatively, &c. Thus 
Strangius. 

A itrange comment indeed ! Jet us a little inquire into it. 
(1) How infirm is his argument from the rational particle yag, 
to maxe what follows, the fulfilling of Gods wil, to refer only to 
the deſtroying: of Antichriſt ? whereas the particle yg ſeems 
rather to refer to the whole verſe, and more particularly to the 
laſt clauſe, until the. Word of God ſha! be fulfilled;, and ſo it notes, 
that God put it into their hearts to fulfil hisWil, [17 In agreeing to 
give their Kingdom to the. Beſte, and [| 2] When the words of 
God were fulfilled, 1. e. Antichriſts reign expired, then ro hate the 
Whore, &c. And this makes the whole contexture of the words 
natural and evident. So that wv. 17. is not only a reaſon of the 
change, mentioned v, 16. but alſo an account of the whole ſeries 
of their aCtions both whilcs friends to, and encmies againſt ons 
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chriſt. (2) As for what is ſubjoined v. 17. That they might grve 
their Kinodome to the Beſte, I cannot but admire with what jha- 
dow of reaſon Srrangius can underſtand this negatively, as it they 
ſhould not give their Kingdom. to the Beſte : certainly if ſuch 
gloſſes ſhould be admitted, we might ecaſtly find in Scripture ſub- 
rerfuges for the worſt Hercftes and Immoralities? Why may 
not the molt profane debauched wretch, when he I with 
thoſe Commands, Thou ſhalt ot commit adulterie, Thou ſhalt not 
kill, &c, replie, that theſe Scriptures mult not be taken negative- 
ly but affirmatively, Thou ſhalt commit adulterie, &c ? But Stran- 
gies ſaw ful wel, that the afirmative ſenſe of thoſe words, That 
they might give their Kingdome to the Beſte, would quite ſabvert his 
forced ſenſe of the foregoing words, and therefore he ſaw no way 
leſt, but to ſecure himſelf by reducing this Jater affirmative clauſe 
to a negative, though contrary to the expreſle letter and mind of 
the words, But (3) being after al his gloſſes ſenſible of the infir- 
mitie and invaliditie of this reſponſe, he p. 856. flies again to his 
old refuge, telling us, © That if any ſhal think this expoſition of 
(the laſt member not ſufficient, but that beyond it there muſt 
© be alſo ſignified, that God did put it into their hearts to give their 
© Kingdome to the Beſte, | have no mind to contend about this 
© mater, ſithat the ſenſe is ſufficiently ſane, which ever way the 
© words be underſtood, In evil works God is not the cauſe of the 
' moral evil, but of the ſubſtrate act and puniſhment, or Judge- 
©ment which is annected to the ſin ; but in good works, not only 
© of the ſubſtrate aft, but alſo of the moral Bonitie, &c. Who 
of us denies this ? would our Adverfaries but ſtick here, how 
ſoon would our Controverſie be ended ? But here lics the ſting, 
even in this plauſible conceſſion 5 Srrangue with the reſt would 
fain perſwade us, that there are ſome acts of ſin fo intrinſecally 
evil, as that you cannot ſeparate the phyſic natural act from its 
moral Vitiolitie. 


S. 5. We deſcend now to ſuch Scriptures as mention Gods Gods efficacto:;; 
eficacions Permiſſion of fin. The former Heads regard only the ©4/wmn « 


ſubſtrate mater or entitative att of ſin, but this ſin in its formal ©*** 
nature. Our Adverſaries, the Pelagians, Feſumites, Arminians and 
Semi- Arminians or New Methodiſts, al grant Gods permiſſion of* 
Sin, but only ſuch as is otzoſe, ſpeculative, negative and naked, with: 
out any efficacious active Influence for the production of its en- 
titative act, or direction of it to its proper ends-: But the ſacred 
Scriptures. 
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« Sam, 2+ 25, 


God: efficatiow Permiſſion of Sin. Book, 
Scriptures aſcribe to God a poſitive, efficaciow, direftive, and orgs 
native permiſſion of (in, ariſing trom his poſitive abſolute yoli. 
tion to permit it, So it's ſaid of El:'s Sons, 1 Sam, 2. 25. 
hearkened not to-the voice of their father, becauſe the Lerd would 
-them, The conjunction 9 here is Cauſal, and reſolves their fig 
into the efficacious permiſſive Wil of God: The Soverain Lord 
had, by an abſolute peremtorie decree, predetermined to leaye 
the Sons of El: to this fin of Diſobedience both againſt their Fa. 
ther and God, which ſhould prove the cauſe of their temporal 
.andeternal ruine; and thence it's ſaid, they hearkgned not, becauſ 
the 'Lord would ſlay them : the wil of God was not properly the 
cauſe of their ſin or flaughter, yet their ſin was a conſequent of 
Gods Wil efficaciouſly permitting it to be, Iam not ignorant, 
that ſome of late have endeavored to give the cauſal particle y 
a more ſoft, as they phraſe it, Verſion ; and among theſe ſome 
make it concluſive, and fo render it ideo , idcirco, quapropter: 
others render it quamwvis, as Twrnovis z others otherwiſe : But 
certainly our Engliſh Verſion, which renders it cauſally, becauſe, 
ſeems much more agreeable to the mind of the Words and al the 
ancient Verſions : So the LXX. who render the words thus, 4x: 
Brabunr® iflarre xteus Srapdiicgt dvris, becauſe the Lordin willing 
willed to deſtroy them. Inwilling willed, 1. e. according to the He. 
braic Idiome, peremtorily, efficaciouſly , wwmutablely and _— 
willed, Thus alſo the ancieat Syrsac and Arabic Verſions, wi 
ſome later, Munſter, Pagnine, Arias Montanus, Funins and Tre- 
melius, Oſiander, Piſcator, Malvenda, with the Tigurine and Belgic 
Verſions; yea Caſtalio not excepted, render \) cauſally, becauſe, 


" according to our ſenſe and interpretament. 


Let us examine now what Strangius returns in anſwer to this 
Text, lib. 4. cap. 6. pag. 809, &c. He anſwers, (1) That the ſont 
of Eli were , for their flagitioſe impieties , deſtined and devoted 
God to ruine. (2) That the puniſhnent of death here mentiene 
ſeems properly and direttly to be underſtood of temporal, not eternal, 
(3) That however it be, as it is manifeſt, that ſin precedes dann. 
tion and the infliting of puniſhment, ſo t"s ne that the preſes 
ence of every ſin be preſuppoſed in the eternal purpoſe of God, of damn. 
ing and inflittmg puniſhment, whether temporal or eternal. (4) The 
the particle Quia Becauſe, here uſed, doth not alwayes denote a pr 
cauje, but areaſon of conſequence, which mey be - from the fa, 
and other arguments beſides the cauſe, &C. 

Strangima 
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Strango here raiſeth a great deal of duſt, to blind-our eyes 
from bcholding the Meridian light of chis Text ; but to anſwer 
briefly: (2) We ſay, that his firſt anſwer ſmells too rankly of 
Pclagianiiine, in that it makes the fins of men the cauſe of the 
Divine Wil : The Sons of £1; were net for their flagitioſe Impicties 
deſtined by God to raine, as if their flagitiole Impicties were cauſh- 

tive of and influential on Divine deſtination; but the Soverain- 
God deſtined, by anabſolute decrce, to leave them to thoſe fla- 
gitioſe ſins, and for them to deſtroy them. What are the dan- 
rous conſequents of ſuch a conditional R-probation, we intend 
more fully to ſhew hereafter, c. 5. $. 3. (2) That the Death 
here intended and inflicted was only remporal, is too crude a no- 
tion for a Divine inſtrufted in the knowlege of divine wrath : 
Yea, Strangius contelſeth , that they merited eternal wrath; and 
how then could they be exemted from it, who had rejeted the 
Merits of their Meſſias ? (3) What he addes, totiching the 
preſcience of every 11n to be preſuppoſed in Gods eternal purpoft 
of damning men, has a tincture alſo of rank Pelagianiſme : for 
if the preſcience or previſion of actual ſins, yea of final Impeni- 
tence, be that which moves the divine Wil to decree the Dam. 
nation of men, then it wil, by a paritie of reaſon, neceſlarily 
follow, that the preſcience or previſion of mens Faith and final 
Perſeverance is that which moves the divine Wil to ele&t men: 
for if Reprobation be conditional, Election mult be ſo alſo, as 
our Divines on Scripture-reaſon ſtrongly demonſtrate. Dave- 
nent in his Animadverſ. againſt Hoard, invittly proves, p. 226. 
and elſewhere, That Decrees purely con-itional are very much un- 
becoming the Divine Wil. But of tis more in what follows, c. 
5.4.3. (4) Asfor the Particle Q»1a, Becauſe, [1] We grant, 
that it doth not alwayes denote a proper Cauſe, but areaſon of Conſe- 
nee, and that taken ſometimes from the effett. But, [2] that 
it cannot denote a reaſon of Conſequence taken from the Effect 
in this Text, is moſt evident; becauſe Gods Wil to ſlay them 
was not the effe(t of their diſobedience, but their diſobedience 
was the conſequent of Gods wil to ſlay them. [3] Take notice, 
that we do not ſay, that Gods wil was the caule of their diſobe- 
dience or ruine, but only that the later was the conſequent of 
the former : God in his moſt ſoyerain wiſe and efficacious pur- 
ſe decreed to leave the fons of Ek to ſuch flagitioſe ſins, as 
kould prove the cauſe of their ruine, both-temporal and cternal : 
and 


88 God: efficacious ,Permiſſion of Sin, Book] 
and hereupon their ſin and ruine followed, as Darkneſle is 
the conſequent of the Suns retirement into the inferior He. 
miſphere, 

Again, Gods efficacious permiſſive wil about ſin may be de. 
Job 12. 16,17, Monſtrated from Fob 12.16. The deceiver and deceived are his, 
þ. e. Juſto ju- "WAN IP 19, His or unto him is the deceiver and the deceived, 
dicio permirrit 1. e, he doth in juſt judgement permit men to deceive and to be 
errare & ſe- (leceived, as Yarablus on this Text. Which Mercer thus more 
duct, V2t25/45+ fully explicates: * I underſtand this not only of falſe Worſhip, 
© butalſo of al errors that are committed every where; although 
© more ſpeciallly in Polities and Cities to be governed, «where 
©God ſtirs up fome who draw others into error, that they might 
© follow their fallacious counſel, and enter on a pernicioſe courſe 
© for their own dammage.—— God therefore impels and draws 
« ſome into error : not that the Lord is the Author of Error or 
Sin; but that their fin and defection from God leads them there. 
©*to, God not only merely permitting, but alſo ordaining, &c. 
Whence it's added, v. 17, He leadeth counſellers away ſpoiled, and 
maketh the Fudges fools, ſpoiled, PN, i. e. of their wiſdom and 
counſel, as it follows. So it's taken, Pſal. 76. 6. The valiant are 
ſpoiled of their heart, 1.e, deprived of their courage. And makgth 
the Fudges fools, YINMW\, infatuat, or ad inſaniam adigit, as Mercer, 
He infatuates them. Again, v.20. He removeth away the ſpeech 
of the truſty, and taketh away the underſtanding of the aged. yy, 
the Fudgement, Diſcretion, Counſel, Prudence, Senſe : Hebr. the ſa 
vor Or experimental taſt. Sov. 24. He taketh away the heart of the 
chief of the People of the earth, and cauſeth them to wander in a Wik 
derneſſe where tbere is no way, The like Deut. 28. 28. and Eſa, 19. 
II, 12, 13, 14, | : bc 
Now let us ſee what anſwer Strangie, 1. 4.c. 9. p. 836. gives 
hereto: * It muſt be obſerved, faith he, that Fob in this Chapter IN © 
© doth in an illuſtrious manner diſcourſe of Gods Providence fo off 
© ordering things, that nothing comes to paſs caſually or fortui- 
© touſly, nothing without his deſtinated counſel, that nothing #s YG 
© done but what he wils, either by permitting that it be done, 2 in 
© doing of it, as Auguſt. Enchirid. c. 95. 1o that God doth effe © 
*and procure whatever things are good, and alſo wiſely fore. F _, 
*knowing the future event, doth permit ſins, which he dires s 
*to good ends ordained by him. Deſervedly therefore Job Þ x. 


*among other things obſerves, that it is from Divine Providence, hef 
that 
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« that ſome errc, and draw others intoerror; and that both as to 
«© maters of Religion, and in other maters of this life ; not that 
<js he the Author of ſeduCtion and errors, but becauſe God, for 
< the contemt and abuſe of his light, delivers them deſtitute there- 
©of into a mind void of judgement, and preſenting objets and 
© occaſions, opens a way, wherein they wander, 2c. 

Though this Paraphraſe be far ſhort of the mind of the Text, 
yet there is enough in it to confirme our Hypotheſis, and ſubvert 
his own Antitheſis. For (1) he grants, That nothing happens ca- 
ſually, without Gods deſtinated counſel, accordins to that of Augultin, 
That nothing 1s done but what God wils, &c. Now certainly Gods 
deſtinated counſel or determined wil is moſt efficacious and irre- 
ſiſtible : {o that if the permiſſion of ſin be from Gods deſtinated 
counſel, it muſt be alſo determined by his efficacious wil. (2) He 
grants, that God wiſely foreknows al fature eyents, even the ſins 
of men : and how this can be without the efficacious predetermi- 
nation of his own wil to permit the ſame, neither Strangins him- 
ſelf, nor any of his ſeftators, could ever yet make out. (3) He 
grants alſo, That God direbts thoſe aberrations and ſins to good ends 

inted by him, And how can God direCt the immanent aberra- 
tions of the mind, but by an efficacious predetermination of the 
ſubſtrate ats, and permiſſion of the vitioſitie ? (4) He yet fur- 
ther grants, That God delivers them unto a mind void of judgement : 
and Ker do we ſay more? Doth not this evidently denote an 
attive efficacious permiſſion of ſin ? But then (5) his laſt clauſe, 
preſenting objefts and occaſions, &c. overthrows al his former con- 
cellions : for the wiſe God doth not only preſent objefts and oc- 
caſions, and thereby open a way to mens infatuation , but he alſo 
predetermines the mind to the entitative act, and efficaciouſly 
permits the vitioſitie, without the leaſt finger in the ſin. 
There are other Scriptures which demonſtratively prove Gods 


—_ _- 
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efficacious permiſſion of ſin z, as Eſa. 63. 17.0 Lord, why haſt thou Eſa. 63. 11, 


made u4 erre from thy ways , and hardened onr hearts from thy fear ? 
Strangius, pag. 839. grants, that the Verbe in both Members be- 


ng in Fiphil oft notes a dowble attion , as when we ſay , That one 
makes another to do a thing ; though he pretends, that ſometimes it 
only notes a permiſſion of the aftion. But it is certain , that it can- 
not here denote a mere naked permiſſion , but ſuch as procedes 
{rom the efficacious wil of God. The like Fer. 20. 7. 0 Lerd, thou 
baſt deceived me and I was —_— anſwers,Ezech. 14.9. 

Lind 
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God? judicial bardening Sinners.” Bookith. 
eAnd if the Prophet be deceived when he hath ſpoken a thing , I the 
Lord have decerved that Prophet. Which Texts ſpeak certainly 
more than a mere idle ſpeculative permiſſion, namely ſuch as re. 
{ultes from the ative, efficacions, direCtive and ordinative wil of 
God, as Strangins, lib, 4. cap. g. pag. 840---- 844. grants. What 
this permiſſion of God is, and how far it extendes, ſee what fol. 
lows, Chap. 5. $.6. 

$. 6. Let us now paſſe on to ſuch Scriptures as mention Gods 
tradition or giving up ſome to judicial excecation and induration or 
hardneſſe of heart, which wil give a more evident demonſtration 
of Gods efficacious predeterminetive Concurſe to the ſubſtrate 
mater or entitative aCt of ſin. Not to inſiſte on Gods hardenin 
Pharaohs heart, Exod. 4.21. which has been already ſolidly an 
demonſltratively explicated by a judicious Divine, in his Letter to 
a Friend, &C. pag. 28--- 30. I fhal begin with Pſa. 81. 12. So 1 
gave them up to their own hearts luſts , or to the hardneſſe of therr onn 
hearts, as Kmhi. Hebr. D299 MYA mnNYeR!, 4d / ſent 
them away in the depraved cogitation of their heart. LXX. render 
it, Deut. 29. 19. Wmandmmory, and Fer. 3. 17. Wivuipale. Whence 
it follows : and they walked in their own counſels. TIMTMWSYMA, « 
their own depraved maginations. It's juſt with God to give up men 
to that ſpirit of hardneſſe which they affect : his way of harden- 
ing is myſterious and inviſible : he delivers ſinners up to the bent 
of their own luſts, and then lets them enjoy what they luſt after: 
when men adde acquired hardneſle to natural, God juſtly inflidts 
on them judicial hardneſſe. And oh! how righteons 1s it with 
God judicially to harden ſuch as finfully , yea volantarily harden 
themſelves! And then the heart which is an Adamant towards 
God and things ſpiritual, is-as wax towards ſin and Satans tenta- 
tions. And what is the effect of this judicial hardneſſe, but to 
ſeal up ſinners from the darkneſſe of mind to the darknefle of 


. Hel? Thus God, albeit he be not the Author of fin, yet is the Or- 


a of it, and the cauſe of the ſubſtrate at unto which ſim is an- 
NEeXEcd. ; 

Thelike Pſal. 6g. 22. Let their eyes be darkened that they ſee not, 
and make their loins cogtinually to ſhake. Let their eyes [3.e. their 
minds] be darkened. NIUNMN, be made fo obſcure and dark,, as that 
they may not ſee their way : let al true wiſdome be taken from 
them, and makg their loins continually to ſhake : 3. e. take from them 
al force, vigor and abilitie of acting as they ought ; or them 
_—_ , agger 


Chap, 32 Gods judicial berdening Signery. 
ſtagger and reel. like to a drunken man. The ſhaking of the 
loins argues imbecillitie and want of force, which is chiefly ſeated 
in the loins. Thus he procedes, and then wverſ. 17. brings Divine 
wrath to a black concluſion : Adde iniquitie to their iniquitie,, &C. 
SN IX 1 IN, which implies, that God addes the puniſh- 
ment of judicial hardneſle to the iniquitie of their voluntary ac- 
quired hardneſſe. We find this piece of judicial hardneſſe cited 
by Paul, Rom. 11. 10. Let their eyes be darkened that they may not Rom. 11. 12, 
ſee, and bow down their back alway, The Heb. *yATt is here ren- 
dred by Paul avyxeu4oy, bow down ;, the ſenſe being the ſame for 
the bowing down of the back argues the defedt of ſtrength in the 
loins. 

To thefe Texts we may adde, Eſa. 6. 10. Make the heart of this Eſa, 5. 19, 
people fat : 27 [RUN make the heart fat, or groſſe, 4.e. ſtupid and 
ſenſcleſſe : for the fat of animals has little ſenſe. Ir alludes to 
the heart in the animate bodie overgrowen and oppreſſed with 
fat. Theſe words are ſix times repeted in the N. T. Whence it 
follows : and ſhut their eyes. YUN, which is rendred by ſome, dim 
them, Or. make them dim ;, by others, daub them, as with plaiſter, or 
other like mater : by others, cloſe chem : al which notes the effica- 
citie of error and blindneſſe, that follows on judicial hardneſle. 

The like curſe we find , Eſa. 29. 10. For the Lord hath poured x, 29, I. 
out upon you the ſpirit of deep ſleep, and hath cloſed your eyes. 

371 w476TINAy Yurs x3u0- mrivual: xetraifins, The Heb, mDTIN 
is rendred by Aquila xeregrggs, and by Theodotion gd avag, which 
Att. 10, 11. notes a deep ſleep or ecſtaſie - and the radix ZI ſig- 
en Wl nifies to overwhelme with deep ſleep; and it's rendred xarartar, 
rds Dan. 10. 9. So that by the ſpirit of deep ſleep, muſt be under- 
ta- WY ſtood ſuch a ſtupor of pryit as leaves men without al ſenſe. The 
to | alluſion is to ſome ſoporiferous ſtupifying wine, or potron, or medirine, 

of © which, being given to a man, or ſprinkled on him, caſts him into 
Or- | a deep ſleep. Hence the Prophet uſhers in theſe words with a 
an- £ direful exclamation, verſ. g. Stay your ſelves and wonder--- they are 
drunken , but not with wine, &C, 1, ce. the Lord hath made them 

not, | drunken with a ſoporiferous ſtupifying potion. As for xerdyvE it 
ielr  isnot derived from arardrley, to pricke, AF. 2. 27. but from-the 
that © ancient word xarexie, The ſimple ys being put for ywo, which 
rom | alſo remains among the Latins, as »o, 7urrs, nutare, Thenee wta 
and yvedCe, which ſignifies ro nod, or ſhake the head, as they arc 

nem Þ wont to do who have drunk any ſtupifying potion.” © So that 
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92 Godbs judicial hardening Sinnerr. a 
T1eijue xereriteus here is ſuch a ſpirituoſe, ftupiſying potion as de. 
prives men ot their ſenſes, ten ſhake - head , ſta 
and reel as drunken men, Thence it follows : and hath cloſed your 

es. When God-judicially pours out a ſpirit of deep ſleep, how 
o0n is the heart ſtupified and made ſenſeleſſe ! This. Text is cited 

Rom. 11.8. andexplicated by Paul, Rom. 11. 8.. According as it is written, £od 
hath given them the Spirit of ſlumber, eyes that they ſhould not ſee, Ge. 
The firſt part, God hath given them & ſpirit of ſlumber , notes the 
o__ oo their minds, unto which they were judicially delivered 
up by God. 

Zea 19. 14. Thus alſo Eſa. 19. 11--- 14. He begins ver, 11. Surely the Prins 
ces of Zoan are fools, &c, Thence he procedes to give the reaſon ill f 
of it us 14. The Lord hath mingled a perverſe ſpirit in the midſk | 
thereof, &C.. The Lord hath mingled, OD, _ out, Or given them | þ 
to drinks. Gods judicial excecation and induration is here, as elſe- | 1 

where, comparcd:to a cup-of intoxicating liquor ,. which being g 
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very ſtrong and heady diſtempers men, and makes them to reel 
and ſtagger: ſo much the following phraſe importeth,5ymy. mY 
& ſpirit of perverſities. The Hebrew word , not elſewhere to be 
found in the O.T. is derived from a Verbe that ſignifies.te pervert, 
turne away, Or make crooked : it's here plural of a- duplicate I thi 
forme, and notes al manner. of perverſities both extenſive and in- If pet 
tenſive. They boaſted of their wiſdome, verſ. 11. but God made I mc 
them- drunk with a ſpirit of error and perverſities. The Chaldee I v/ 
and LXX. render it, with a fri of error Or ſeduttion ;, the Latin, I cat 
with a ſpirit of giddineſſe. The ſenſe is the ſame. 
Bia 44- 18,19 Wh may ade hereto, Eſa. 44. 18. They. have not kyowen nor | fins 
widerſtood ;, for. he hath ſhut their eyes, that they cannot ſee, and their | for 
hearts, that they cannot underſtand, He hath ſhut, Heb. ma. he has I ts 
daubed ; Shinder renders it, cruſtavit, aut obdixit-parietem., God | tie 
did as.it were plaiſter their eyes with a ſpirit of ſlumber : whence | [en 
it follows, werſ. 19, and none conſidereth in his heart, &&c, Thoſe I wy 
profane Idolaters did ſhut their eyes, that. they might not ſee, I ren 
and the righteous God comes and-as it were daubes or plaiſters 
them over, that they ſhal not ſee. rce 
Kia, 66. 2: This judicial excecation is alſo lively. expreſſed, Eſa. 60. 2 I tin 
For behold darkneſſe. ſhal cover the earth, and groſſe darkneſſe the peo- 
ple. The Prophet. having exhorted the eleft among the Jews, If fn 
verſ. 1. Ariſe and ſhine, for thy light is come, &c. 3. e, the Meſſias Iv g 


is cole and ſhingth on thee with the glorioſe beams of Eagee men 
igntz 


Chap.3- Gods judicial hardening Sinners. © 93 
- | light; in this verſ. 2. he gives us the dreadful curſe of thoſe that 
J ſhould wilfully ſhut their eyes againſt this light. For behold thick, 
. darkneſſe. Heb. 2271, which ſeems compounded of a word that 
7 Cgnifies to drop ar deſtsl, and another that ſignifies a miſt or foe : 
| | -o that the compound notion here properly notes 4 miſt or fog ſo 
( thick , thas it even drops again ;, {uch as the Egyptian milt was, that 
filled the earth with darkneſſe, Exod. 10. 22, 23, When mem: 
> | wilfully ſhut their eyes againſt Evangelic light, God judicially 
leaves them to wander up and down in the thick miſt of their 
own darkneſle, ſo that they ſtumble at noon day. . 
Thus God dealt with the Gentiles, even. the wiſeſt of them 
1 If for the abuſe of natures light, as Rom. 1. 28; And even as they did Row. r, 22; 
, not like to retain God mn their knowlege , God gave them. over to a re- 
+; i probate mind, to dothoſe things that are not convenient. They did 
not approve of or acknowlege God in their praCtic judgements 
+ | orconſciences, and therefore God did not approve of or owne 
| | their practic notions, but delivered them up toa reprobate , ſpuri- 
) 


07, droſſie, vain, adulterine, rejettaneons mind ; ſo much 4/ixuG- 
notes. A Divine of note among us ſaith-to- this Text , Here 5s 
wthing at. al. but a penal deſertion and:permifſion, &c. So-that by 
this Toadition he underſtands only a negation of Grace, and mere. 
, I permiſſion of men to fin ; but ——_— lib. 4. cap. 7. pag. 813; is: 
: IF more ingenuous, and grants, that this Tradition importes ſomethin 
; If ſteve: though what that poſitive is he doth not, neither indeed. 
can by his Hypotheſis, explicate. 
The like Tradition or delivering .up to a reprobate mind we 
find foretold touching the Sons of Antichriſt, 2 Theſ. 2, 11. And 2 Thel. 2. 11. 
far this cauſe God ſhal ſend them ſtrong deluſion , that —_—_— be- 
leve a lie. When. ſecure Profeſſors wil not receive the Truthin 
the love ", Ls — Foy: 8 is juſt with God to: 
ſend them ſtrong deluſions , that t 0 elieve 4 lie}, that : 
might al be f3.Q.eer yy as verſ. 12, The fore-mentioned = 
rend Divine anſwers to this Text thus: Here is nothing ſignified, 
but (1) That God wil. permit Magicians and falſe Teachers to vent 
deceits, (2) And permit wicked men to believe.them : which is mens 
tioned 4s a permitted conſequent , and not 4s an end mtended by God. 
Ard the word ſending 1s mentioned , becauſe the permiſſion was penal * | 
fir their ſin, &c. But this reſponſe is too ſlender and jejune for | 
b great a Text: For (1) whereas that reverend Divine makes - | 
mention of Gods permitting Magicians, &c, this favors — 


94 The falſe Comments of Adverſarier refuded. BookiIh }} C 
of a Grotian and Caſſandrian ſpirit , which I preſume , he has no | Þ 
kindneſſe for, whereby al thoſe prophetic prediftions about An. = 1 
tichriſt are fixed on Simon Mags, or ſome other falſe Teacher in © 
the Primitive Churches : whereas it is molt evident, that this | G 
ſending them ſtrong deluſion is aſcribed immediately to God, asa iſ © 
righteous Judge. (2) Neither is this only a mere permired con i ” 
ſequent, as he phraſeth it ; but the terme ſending importes ative © ® 

ſſcacion influence on Gods part that ſends, not on the fin formal. 

ly conſidered, but on the ſubſtrate mater, or act entitatively con. I Þ 
ſidered. But Strangins, lib. 4. cap. 10. pag. 853. is here alſo more I ® 
candid, granting, Gods ſending the efficace of error, to be the ſame G 
- "with Gods pouring out a ſpirit of ſlumber, Eſa. 19. 14. and Ferome i © 
thinkes, that Paul took his words from Eſa. And pag. 855, ll ® 
Strangins addes, © That this ſending ſtrong deluſions may be aſcri - 
<bed to God, as a puniſhment of their former ſin, in not recei. I * 
<ying the truth in the love thereof: which ſufficiently proves our I P 
Hypotheſis , That the ſubſtrate mater of ſim is from God , as here- jo 
after. | | 

The ſalſe com- But let us a little more fully examine the general ſolutions Ill ”: 

ments of Adver- gyhich our Adverſaries give to theſe Texts touching Gods aftive G 

{aries refuted. ,cecation and induration, 1, A Divine among our ſelves, whom | " 

I love and honor, thinkes, that thoſe Texts in the O.T, which th 
ſpeak of Gods hardening men, &c. might , according to the He. Iſl '* 
brew Idiome, have a ſofter ſexſe ; ſo (as I ſuppoſe he muſt mean) I 
as a mere permiſſion is intended thereby. But to anſwer hereto fo 
in the words of Strangizs, lib. 4.cap. g. pag. 839. The Hebraic I 
- forme is oft in Ziphil, which denotes a double ation, to make 4 h 
man to do a thing ;, yea ſometimes this induration is expreſſed b a 
Verbes in Piel, of an ative import, as Exod. 4.21. & g. 12, & 
IO, 20, 27, & 11, 10. & 14. 4, 8. Dent. 2. 30. Foſh.11.20, Whence 
Strangis concludes , That this phraſe of Scripture oft occurring de- 
notes much mare than a mere naked permiſſiov. Though what this 
ſhould be he is at a great loſſe. | 
- 2, Baronins, Metaphyſ. Set. 8. Diſp. 3.5. 99. pag. 159, 160. at- 
iwers, * That there are four ations of God in induration ; (1) He 
* puniſheth former ſins by permitting men to fal into greater, (2) 
© He offers to them an occaſion of repentance, &c. (3) He gives 
*them not grace to improve the occaſion; whence they are faid 
*to be blinded and hardened. (4) He offers to them occaſions: 
* of greater ſins, by ſuch things as objectively move them: to ſin.” 
p But 
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Clip. 3: The fel ſe Comments of Adverſavies reſted. 

But al this, which Baron allows God in judicial execation and 
Induration, comes far ſhort of what the forecited Scriptures 
mention. For beſides the mere permiſſion of Sin, privation of 
Grace, and offering occaſions and objects, the Scripture menti- 
ons a Tradition and delivering 1p to the very at of ſin, yea, Gods 
immediate efficacious hand in the very att of ſin, conſidered entitatively 
and materially. 

3. But we come to Srrangins, who, in his conceſſions goes 
beyond the former Divines, yet comes ſhort of the genuine mind 
and ſpirit of thoſe: Texts, which ſpeak of Gods judicial Exceca- 
tion and Induration. (1) He grants, (contrary to the ſentiment 
of a reverend Divine among us) that ative excecation is aſcribed 
wnto God. So 1.4. c.8. p. 819. Attive excecation, faith he, is aſcri- 
bed to God, Satan, and the Sinner himſelf. Satan and the Sinner in 
that ation do greatly ſin, but God aftes moſt juſtly. God can as juſtly 
puniſh Sinners with excecation of mind, as he puniſhed Elymas the 
forcerer with corporal excecation, At. 13.11, (2) Thencep. 822. 
he addes: Herein the whole difficultie lies, that wn this attion we 
nohtly diſtinguiſh that which is ſin, and the cauſe of ſin, whereof 
God 1s not the cauſe, from the puniſhment, which God in juſt judge- 
ment inflitts. So p. 829. In al vitioſe ation, the aftion ſubſtrate to 
the vice, or whatever there 1 of entitie and poſitive therein, muſt be 
reduced to God as the firſt cauſe, who doth concur therewith, as con- 
fidered ſeparate from the vice or defett annexed thereto, and there: 
fore whatever entitative or poſitive 55 found in any obduration, m like 
manner it muſt be referred to God, albeit he hath no commerce with 
the wice of the attion. This ingenuous conceſſion of Strangins, 


did he not overthrow it by other poſitions, were ſufficient to- 


period our controverſie: for what do, or need we defire more 
than what he here grants ? If whatever be entizative or poſitive in 
obduration be from God, then ſurely the ſubſtrate mater or en- 
titative act of that whereto ſin is annexed, is from God. But 
here-Ties the point of our Controverſie with Strangins, he holds 
that there be ſome aCts ſo intrinſecally evil, as that you cannot 


ſeparate the entitative at from the finful reference it has to its. 
object. But, (3) Strangims addes, p. 831. That inthe ſame Indu- 


ration the ſm and puniſhment are conjuntt, &c. This indeed is a 
Feat conceſſion, that which overthrows ranting Antithefis ; 
, If in the ſame AC the ſin and puniſhment be conjunct, then 


how can God concur to the act as a puniſhment, and not concur 
| to 
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Gods Concurſe to the individual aF,g&-c. Book IN, 
to the ſubſtrate mater or entitative aCt which has ſin annexed to 
it? This Knot the acuteſt of Srrangns's Seftators wil never un. 
tie. Again, (4) He addes, p. 831. That the very Permiſſion of 
God.1s the att and effcbt of the wil of God. For to wil to permg, 
and adviſedly to permit is alſo to att, What is done by God negative 
in regard of his tranſient att, is done alſo poſurvely, m regard of hu 
interne immanent att, Herein alſo he lays before us a pregnant 
Truth, which is direQtly contradictory to his own Hypotheſis; 
for, [1] If Gods permiſſive Wil as to ſin be not only negative 
but alſo poſitive, then it muſt be ethcacious. Again, [2] If 
Gods permiſſion of ſin be poſitive and efficacious, then alſo his 
Decree of Reprobation to permit ſin muſt be poſitive and abſo. 
lute, which dire&tly impugneth Srranguws's Opinion. (5) He 
addes, p. 832. That other attions alſo concur with Gods Permiſſin, 
becanſe he alſo rules, moderates and ordains what he permits, and 
concurs to the attions ſubſtrate to the ſin it ſelf. Is it ſo indeed? 
What then do we contend ſo vehemently for ? what made Stran- 
gius write ſuch a voluminous diſcourſe, and oppoſe Rutherford, 
Twiſſe, and other Catviziſts with ſo much violence, when as here 
he grants whatever they contend for ? But to ſpeak the truth, 
there yet lies a Snake under the herbe ; albeit Srrangine ſeems to 
grant ſo liberally Gods efficacious concurſe to the ſubſtrate af 
of ſin, yet indeed, when he comes elſe-where to ſtate this con. 
curſe, he makes it be only a remote concurſe to the aCt conſider. 
ed 2 genere, in its generic nature, not to the individual particular 


Gods Contwſe to aft as ſo or ſo circumſtantiated. And herein he is followed by 


#he individual 
a#t which us ſon- 
ful. 


a Divine of Name among us: wherein hes the ſpirit of al their 
ſolutions and oppoſitions. But how inept and evanid this ſubter. 
ſuge is, wil be very evident, if we conſider the nature of al phy. 
ſic or natural afts. Is not every natural or entitative at indivi- 
dual or ſingular? Are not al natural Acts the effluxes of ſingy. 
lar Suppoſites or perſons? and if the ſubject be ſingular, muſt not 
the Action be alſo ſingular? To talk of a natural ation in genere, 
or ſpecie, what a wild conceit is this, that which al true Logic 
and Philoſophie both new and old contraditts? It's true, human 
acts, as to their moral conſideration, may be diſtinguiſhed into 
generic, ſpecific, or individual: but if we conſider human atts in 
their natural entitative Being, ſo there neither is nor can be any 
ſuch thing as attio #2 genere, attion in general; but al are ſingular 
and mdividxal. So thatif God concur to the att of ſin, it muſt 

be 
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Chap. 3. How God judicially hardens men, ec. 97 
be to the act in its individual ſingular nature, not morally but 
phyſically and entitatively conſidered z of which more hereafter, 

Chap. G6. $. 1. 

But to give a diſtinft and Theologic Idea of Gods Judicial How Sod j«- 
Excecation and Induration, with the Vindication of his Sacred _ _ 
Majeſtie from being the Author of Sin, the following DiftioRi- ;; teins the 
ons and Determinations may be of uſe to us. (1) We are to cauſt of ſin. 
diſtinguiſh Gods concurſe in Fxdicial Induration or Hardnefe, 
from that of the Sinner. (2) Gods Concurſe in Judicial Hard- - 
neſſe may be conſidered either in regard of his Decree, or in re- 
gard of his Providence and attual execution. (3) Induration 
may be diſtinguiſhed into £Xoral and Natural: or into ſinful 
and penal. Theſe things being premiſſed, the true nature of 
Gods judicial excecation and Induration wil appear in the follow- 
ing Propolitions, 

1, Prop. Gods Decree u not properly the cauſe of mans Hardnefſe 
of heart or Damnation, but only of the Negation or withdrawment 
of preventing Grace, which God 1 no way bound to give. The De- 
cree of Reprobation is not the proper efficient or forma! cauſe of 
the Sinners Induration or Condemnation, but his own wilful 
_ This ſufficiently clears the Sanitie and Juſtice of 
God. 

2, Prop. Yet ſuppoſing the Decree of Reprobation, the ſinners In- 
duration or Hardneſſe follows infallibly, and in ſome ſenſe neceſſarily; 

5. e. by a modal hypothetic neceſſitie, not. brutiſh or coaCtive, 
ſuch as ſhould deſtroy Libertie. The holy God doth not infuſe 
hardnefle, or by any compulſion hurrie men into it, but leaves 
r- © them to the ſwinge of their own luſts, which violently hurrie 
them into ſuch courſes as neceſſarily harden, This alſo cleareth 
Vi- BY Gods Juſtice from the imputation of ſin. | 
BY 3. Prop. Gods Providence in Fudicial excecation. and Induration 
ot WF ;j; very efficacious and illuſtrious. (1) God leaves men to the 
Te, Blandiſhments, Allurements, and Enſnarements of an heart-be- 
os FF witching world, which inſenſibly harden. (2) He delivers up 

men to the power of Satan, the God of this world, whoſe ſub- 
nto F jets and vallals they willingly become, 2 Cor. 4. 3,4. and ſo art 
taken alive captive at bys wil, 2 Tim. 2. 26, (3) God ſo diſpoſeth 
and orders al his Providences, as that they do al accidentally, 
" by reaſon of mens luſts, conſpire to harden them ; Mercies be- 


be Q come 
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come Curſes to them, Rom. 11. g, 10, 11. Yea, (4) The very 


means of Grace, become the means of their hardening, their 


Food and Phyſic become Poyſon to them, 2 Cor. 2. 16. Eſa, 28. 
12, 13, 14,15; (5) Chriſt himſelf, the chief Corner-ſtone of ſal. 
vation becomes to them a ſtone of ſtumbling and offence, Eſa, 8. 
14. 4 ſtone of ſtumbling, AJ2 of ſmiting, ſuch as lying in the way 
the foot may ſmite againſt, and thence ſtumble and receive 
burt, It anſwers to exdyfancy, ſcandal in the New Teſtament ; 
Thence it follows, and for a rock, of offence. Heb. \yID, not a 
bare Stumbling-ſtone, or block, ſuch as a man may make a ſhift to 
avoid or get over, or if he ſtumble, yet recover himſelf again; 
but he is-a rock, of offence, which notes, ['1] The Offence to be 
inevitable and unavoidable, as the removing of a rock: [2] The 
ruine to be certain, as that of a Ship falling on a rock. Whence 
he addes:. for a gin and for a ſnare, ſuch as men ſhould neither 
by power, wit, or craft eſcape. Whence it follows, v. 15. And 
many among them ſhal ſtumble and fal, and be broken, and be ſnared, 
and be taken. The like Rom. 9. 33. (6) God puts a period to 
the day of Grace, and leaves men to the plague of their own 
heart, Eſa. 22. 14. Surely this iniquitie ſhal not be purged from you 
til you die. Hebr. BI! ER; If this triquitie be purged. It is the 
conciſe forme of an Oath, frequently uſed in Scripture, as Chap, 
5: 18, wheteby God ſweareth, that their iniquitie ſhould not be 

ged. So Luke 19.41, 42. Heb. 3.7. (7) Goddoth poſitive- 
y, yea efficaciouſly concur to al that is poſitive, material, enti- 
tative, and natural in judicial hardneſſe, without the leaſt hand 
is the obliquitie or-vitioſitie. 

4. Prop. The ſuſpenſion of reftr aining Grace in Fudicial excecation 
8 not properly a prevation of any Grace due to the Creature, but 4 
negation or withdrawment - of undeſerued and abuſed Grace, For the 
Clearing whereof we are to conſider, the difference between 
Manand God in this particular : No meer man may or ought to 


permit or deliver up another to ſin or hardneſſe, if" it be in his. 


power to hinder: (1) Becauſe al men are under a Law and 
abligation of ſubjeftion to their Creator , whereby they are 
obliged to .promove his Glorie, and prevent fin and rebellion 
agaiaſt him the moſt they can. (2) Becanſe al men are under 
a.communion of Natures, and therefore bound to afford aſſiſtance 


each to. other, ſo far as they may for their natural and moral: 


good 
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Chap. 3. without being the cavſe of ſin. 

good. But now the ſoverain Creator of man is under no ſach 
obligation , and therefore may as he pd of his own 
grace, or ſuſpend it, ſpecially when abuſed by ſinners. 

5. Prop. God doth not delsver up men to judicial hardneſſe ſimply 
45 hardneſſe, under that reduplication, but penally , as it conduceth to 
the vindication of bus Fuſtice, For the explication and demonſtra- 
tion of this Propoſition we are to remember , that there is no- 
thing in the world of itfelf, purely, and ſimply evil : for if there 
were any pure and chiefeft evil in the world , then God, who is 
the chiefeſt good , could not wil it: but the greateſt evil has 
ſomething of good mixed with it ; and this God wils. Thus in 
judicial hardneſle there is a penal vindictive good , which God 
wils for the illuſtration of his Juſtice. 

6. Prop. In judicial herdneſſe, that which #s morally evil in regard 
of man and his tranſoreſſion, 1s naturally good in regard of God and his 
Providence. For albeit God doth concur with the ſinner, who is 
deficient as to his dutie, yet God is no way deficient. (1) Al 
moral evil of ſin is only ſuch to him whoſe it is, or to whom it 
doth belong , as the Author thereof , by virtue of ſome Law he 
offends againſt : But now this judicial hardneſſe or ſin doth not 
belong to God as the proper Owner or Author of it, but only to 
the ſinner ; neither doth the holy God offend againſt any Law. 
(2) The ſpecific qualitie of an effect is not to be aſcribed to the 
univerſal firſt cauſe, but to the ſecond particular cauſe, from 
which it receives ſpecification. (3) The ſinner is only the moral 
cauſe of his own hardneſſe ; becauſe he is the meritorious cauſe 
thereof, and alſo a voluntary, yea wilful Agent therein. Al his 
bardneſſe is voluntarily contracted , albeit judicially inflicted by 
God : he ſuffers his heart voluntarily to be defloured by ſinful ob. 
fCts: God threatens to ſuſpend his Divine influence, and the ob- 
ſtinate ſinner cries, Content : Satan comes and blinds his eyes, and 
be hugges him for it. So that the whole deficience or moral 
cauſalitie is on the ſinners part, not on Gods. The ſinger wants 
Divine influence and is willing , yea glad to want it : therefore 
his depraved wil is the ſole formal, vital, ſubjective and moral effi- 
cent cauſe of his own hardneſſe and fin. 


TOL 


$. 7. We come in the laſt place to ſuch Scriptures as mention Gods efficacious 
Gods efficacions ordering, difboſmg , and dirething the ſins of men unto 14ering mens 


is own glorie , which evidently demonſtrates his immediate con- 
curſe and predetermination to the ſubſtrate mater or a— 
Q 2 a 


for his own 
glories 


ISA2 


Exod. 9. 14, 
I5,16, 


V1gorum no- 


Gods efficaciows ordering mens ſms Book Ill, 
act thereof, Thus Exod. g. 14, 15, 16. God threatens Pharaoh, 
verſ. 14. to ſend al his plagues on his heart, 5.e. in a way of judicial 
excecation and induration. And why ? That thou mayſt know 
there is none like me in al the earth : 5. e. that I may magnifie my 


ftrorumnoneſt. Vindictive Juſtice and Power on thee. Whence he addes, v. 1 
auttorDeus,ſed For now I wil ſtretch out mine hand, that I may ſmite thee , and 


:amen ordina- 
*Or, Auguſt. 


RAB 9. 17» 


people with peſtilence, and thou ſhalt be cut off from the earth. It runs 
in the Hebrew. in the time paſt, 1 TR TAU, 7 ſent out mine 
bard, i. e, by the peſtilence or murrain among the beſtes, as v.3, 6, 
and ſo it follows : and Thad ſmitten #hee, with the ſame peſtilence; 
and thou hadſt been cut off , deſervedly ; but for another cauſe 
(which is mentioned wverſ. 16.) I have ſpared thee. T his ſeemeth 
the genuine meaning, namely , that God ſpared Pharaoh in this 
plague, thereby to magnifie his vindiCtive Juſtice and Power the 
more in his final ruine. God let him alone to run on-in ful career 
in his way of ſin, yea, concurred to the ſubſtrate mater of al his 
{uns, and cauſed al his plagues to meet on his heart, in order to 
his final obduration, thereby to render his vindiQive Juſtice more 
iluſtcious in his ruine. And ſo verſ. 16. Andin very deed for this 
cauſe have I raiſed thee up, for to ſhew in thee my power, and that 

name may be declared thorowout al the earth. TDM, in very deed 
or verily. : it notes a great aſleveration , ſuch as -with God 
amounts almoſt to an oath. For this, The Apoſtle Panl, Rom. 
9.17. addes a Pronoun of intention , «is au7d gyro, for this very 
ſame, «. e. caule or purpoſe, as the Greeks expound it, for thu cauſe 
have I raiſed thee up. The LXX. render it , thou haſt been preſer- 
ved or kept alive ; but Paul more emphaticly, Row. 9g. 17. iEi3«- 
65: 06, 1 bave made thee ftand np, or, haveconſtituted, or ſet thee up, 
as 0n a Theatre before al the world , to be a veſſel of wrath, and 


- anexemple of Divine vengeance. The Syriac renders it thus: 


\D'PR, I have made thee to ſtand up ; which emphaticly paints 
beth Gods abſolute wil in ts Fong _— the Hebraic 
Verbe, TTYTOYN, 7 have made thee ſtand up, as a monument of vin- 
dictive Juſtice, This making to ſtand up., notes the conſtitution 
and being of a thing, as elſewhere in Scripture : -the righteous 
God gave being and conſtitution to Pharaoh for this very end, to 


' - Magunihie the glorie of his vindictive Juſtice on him. So it fol- 


lows : TW MAYA, for to ſhew, or that I may ſhew in thee, or 
ſhewthee. But the LXX. adde the Particle 1: ſo Paul; Rom. 9. 
17, 379 tifiGeucu.n cot, That I may give a:fpecimen, or demon- 


ſftration. 
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Chap. 3: for his own glorie. 103 
ftration of my power in thee. Hebr. MI"NR, my power, or my force, 
my omniporent ſeveritie, Thence it follows : DU "WD 1071, for 

| to declare, Or tel my name. The righteous God ſuffered Pharaoh to 

| run on with a vehement impetuoſitie in his ſinful rebellion, that 
ſo the world might ring of Gods vindictive Juſtice in his ruine. 
| From al this the Apoſtle ſtrongly demonſtrates our concluſion, 

; Rom. 9. 18. Therefore God bath mercie on whom he wil, and whom he Rom. g. 18. 

wil he hardenecth. Obſerve here, (1) the Apoſtle uſhers in this 

inference with the concluſive note, deg by, therefore, He layeth 
the premiſſes in Gods judicial procedings with Pharaoh for the 
manifeſtation of his vindiCtive punitive gloric in Pharaohs ruine : 

whence he infers this univerſal concluſion. Therefore God, &c. 

(2) He reſolves Gods hardening men into his abſolute wil or de. 

eree of Reprobation, which he in this regard, makes parallel to 

his abſolute decree of EleCtion : for as God hath mercie on whom 
he wil, 1.e. according to his abſolute purpoſe or decree; ſo in 
like manner , he hardeneth whons he wil, s.e. according to his abſo= 
lute decree of Reprobation. And it is moſt certain, according 
to the Scripture, no man can maintain abſolute Eleftion , but he 
muſt alſo maintain abſolute Reprobation :. and if Reprobation be 
abſolute, then alſo Gods concurſe to the. entitative aft of that 
which is ſinful-muſt be efficacious and predeterminative, as here- 

after, Chap. 5. $. 3. 

There are other Texts that make expreſſe mention of Gods 
efficacious ordering and diſpoſing of wicked men and their ſins 
for his own glorie. So Prov. 16. 4. The Lord hath made althings Prov. 16. 44. 
for himſelf ;- yea even the wicked for the day:of evil, Note here (1) 
the end of Godsmakin althings, which is for himſelf, WIIYU?, 1.e- 
for the manifeſtation of his own glorie. (2) The manner of Gods 
making althings for himfelf , included in the Verbe 7yB, hath 
made, which ſignifies [1] Gods aitive efficience, or his energetic, 
architeftonic Decree , whereby althings-are made. [2] Gods 
peſrve creation , or his efficience in time. ['3] Gods conſervation 

althings in their beings and wel-beings. [4] Gods efficacious 

atuating and governing althings to their ends. Thus Pſal. 46. 9. 

Eccleſ. 11. 5. Eſa. 5-12. The LXX. JRng render it by igyd- 

touar, which Fob. 5.17. our Lord uſeth- to exprefſe Gods effica- 

cious concurſe and predeterminative influence. And Strangins, 
pag. 804. grants, that whether we underſtand 7yÞ here of Gods 
production. in time, or of his eternal Necree to produce man, - 
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- of his ordination and conſtitution of man to puniſhment, the dif. 
ference is not material. I would therefore take it in the largeſt 
notion as comprehenſive of al its ſignificates before ſpecified. (3) 

. Wheace follows the particular objeCt , even the wicked, 5. e. conſs 
dered not only in their ſabſtance as men, but alto in al their Modes, 
Adjunnits, Accidents, and Operations. There is not the moſt mi. 
nute accident or ation of a wicked man but God makes it, 5.e. 
decrees, influenceth, and orders it for himſelf. Whence (4) the 
wicked are ſaid to be made by God, for the day of evil, NY) BY, 
3.e. for the day of vinditive wrath , or puniſhment inflicted for 
the illuſtration of Divine Juſtice : which includes alſo their being 
left to ſin ; for the ſoreſt piece of Divine vengeance is mens be 
ing given up to their own hearts luſts. 

Rom.9.21,22, Adde hereto Rom. g. 21,22. Hath not the potter power over the 
clay, &c? Here Paul refutes the proud Pelagian blaſphemies by 
an argument taken from Gods abſolate Dominion and Soverain- 
tie over his creature. As it he had ſaid : Has not the Potter an 
abſolute dominion over the clay, to forme it into what ſhape he 
pleaſe ? and ſhal we not allow the great Creator of althings the 
fame abſolute dominion ? Did he not make althings ? and there- 
fore may he not aſſume the Prerogative of ordering althings to 
the ends for which they were made ? As he gives. to every crea 
ture what ſhape he pleaſe, ſo cannot he appoint them to what end 
ke pleaſe, and direct them infallibly to that end ? Is it not an end 
fafhcient for the being of any creature, to be the glorie of any At. 
tribute ? and therefore if God make a creature to be a vellel of 
wrath fitted to deſtruCtion, is there any injurie done to the crea 
ture ? The Pythagoreans have an effate, That 7 yigqer Inna vi 
Brarior©, the worſe is made for the ſervice of the better, which holds 
moſt true here of the veſſels of wrath or wicked men, who are 
made for the better, s. e. their Makers glorie, as Prov. 16. 4. Thus 
Paul concludes, verſ. 22. Veſſels of wrath fitted to deſtruttion, zxav 
neleoclba vis dndnuce ' xeragrite, ſignifies primarily aptly ro fit, 
frame , or ſes together : thence, to ordain , decree , Or conſtitute, 
Whence among the LXX. it anſwers to FO, to fours, as Pſal. 8.2. 
Out of the months of babes he hath founded or ordained praiſe : allo 
to PY, to ordain, decree, eſtabliſh, as Pſal. 67. 10. & 73. 17. Thus 
it ſignifies here , namely Gods eternal ordination or abſolute De- 
cree of Reprobation founded on his abſolute Soveraintie. Obferve 
here the difference between the veſſels of wercie , and rhe veſeb of 
wrath : 
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wrath : of the former he ſpeakes aCtively, verſ. 23. That he might 

make kyows the riches of hu glorie on the veſſels of mercy, which he had 
epared unto glorie , but of the later he ſpeakes only paſſively, 

verſ. 22. fitted to deftruftion. The reaſon of this difference ſeems 

this : The veſſels of mercie are wholly from Ged, both as veſſels, 

and as veſſels of mercie ; they receive from God both their natu- 


Yr. 
neſſe : but now the veſſels of wrath are ſuch partly from God, and 
partly from themſelves : That they are veſſels, and veſſels of 
wrath ordained to deſtruction, they are from God ; but that they 
are veſſels deſerving wrath, this they are from themſelves : their 
ſins and puniſhment morally conſidered are from themfelves ; but 
conſider years > Cog penally , and fo they are from God. 
I am not ignorant of the many falſe and Pelagian gloſſes which 
are affixed to this Text, without ſhadow of reaſon. 

Another Text that evidently demonſtrates Gods efficacious 
predeterminative concurſe in ordering mens fins for his own glo- 


ft of being, and their moral = of grace, wel-being, and happi-- 
e 


165; 


rie is, 1 Pet. 2.8. And a ſtone of ſtumbling, and a rock of offence, 1 Pet, 2. 8. , 


even to them that "or oy oo , = —_—_ » Wherennto 
they were appointed. is Text is taken partly from Eſa.$. 14. 
- tay Aut the chief Corner-ſtone of the Gharch , Is Fx. to bo 
a ftone of ſtumbling and rock of offence to wilful unbelievers. The 
Greek aid@- wgonbupal& x Tires cxarfery arc ſynonymons, and 
of the ſame import here ; though oxdyHeacy be in its general no- 
tion more extenſive : It notes originally any thing that may offend - 
the foot, Or other » from oxde, to balt, or from oxepftty, diſtort- 
ed : more particutarly,it ſignifies (1) that cigillum, or crofſe piece of 
wood 4n your traps for Mice, Foxes , or the like : (2) a ſharp ſtake, 
oo the foot is hurt : and ſoit is the fame with ox&oy, inter- 
preted by Heſychins Edxoy atvudor * and 10 oxdrfecy is by him 
made to be the ſame with juwrefroude, 47 impediment : it was Cal- 
led aHo by the Greeks 7e/f&oa@, denoting a military inſtrument, 
like a ſharp ſtake, whereby they annoyed their enemies : in whith 
ſenſe the word oxdrPexuy-is uſed in that Apocryphous book , 7#- 
dith 5. 1. x Wyxas Us Tois Thos oxdytarm: (4) A ftone that of. 
fends the foot : and ſo it anſwers with the LXX. to 71WIn, Lev. 
19. 14. In which regard it is made ſynonymous to ge 
both by Peter 3 and Rom. 14. 13. by Pal : and this they both de- 
note here, 1 Per. 2. 8. the great offence which Gnners took at 
Chriſt, to theix own ruine, Whence it's added ; Wherenno alſo | 
they. 
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they were appointed, iriluees. What doth this note? why take 
Gretixs's Note on this Text, who was no friend to Calviniſts; 
< Ulnto.this, faith he , Unbelievers were deſtined by God, that 
© they might moft grievouſly fal—— _ For v:8iya«, which anſwery 
©to 21, oft ſignifies ro ordain, deſtine, or decree, as oh. 15, 16, 
© So Vero vis 3gylw, 1 Theſe 5. 9. The Syriac in this place ren. 


' ©qers it PD, they were deſigned ; the Arabic RIAY1, they were con- 
© firuted,, namely by the Divine Decree. Thus Grotiws , who 


here ſpeakes like a Calviniſt , though generally no friend to the 
ſentiments-of {alvin. The like 2 Pet. 2. 11. As natural brute 


beſtes, made to.be taken and deſtroyed. 1s not abſolute Reprobation 
-here, and that by the conceſſion of Grotzws , no friend thereto, 


clearly and fully aſſerted ? And if Reprobation be abſolute, muſt 
not alſo Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin be efficacious 
and predeterminative ? The immutable connexion between abſo. 
lute Reprobation and predetermination to the ſubltrate mater of 
that which is ſinful we intend to demonſtrate hereafter, Chap. x. 
$. 3. 

But a reverend Divine of name artfong us anſwers to this Text 
thus: Reſp 7, *This [ 1 Pet.2.8. whereunto alſo they were appointed] 
© hath reſpect to Luke 2. 34---- And no more can be hence gathe 
© red, but that God hath decreed, that as a puniſhing Judge, (1) 
© he wil leave the rejeCters of Chriſt to go on in their own ſinful 
© way; (2) and that their oppoſition to him ſhal be their ruine: 
* Sothat [1] he doth not ſpeak-this of any but the rejecters of 
* Chriſt, that deſerved it. [2] He ſpeaketh not at al as willing 
© their ſin, but only as one that penally denieth them further grace, 
©['37] But the thing that he is {aid zo ordain them to, is not ſin, 
* but ruine the conſequent of their ſin: The word [ tumbling an 
© falling] ſignifying their deſtrufon. Thus that reverend Divine. 

And now let us a little examine this his Reſponſe to our Ar 
ment from this Text , which wil ſerve for a replie to moſt of hi 
ſubterfuges. (1) In anſwer to his firſt particular, we aſſert, that 
more: may be gathered from this Text, than what he allows 
namely , That God hath decreed, that, as 4 puniſhing Fudge, be wi 
leave the rejefters of Chriſt to go on intheir own ſinful way. -For he 
himſelf grants, (which cannot be denied) That they were appointed 
to ſtumble on the rock, of offence : And if ſo, then ſurely they were 
deſtined or appointed to the eatitative aft of ſin: for ſtumbli 
doth not only implie their deſtr«zo7 , as he inſinuates, but 
their 


Chap.3. for his own Glorie. 
than'that their _— to him ſhal be their ruine. For it's ex- 
reſſely ſaid, That they were appointed, not only to their ruine, 
-but alſo to their ſtumbling at the word, and being aiſobedient,, which 
notesthe Decree of Reprobation to be abſolute and poſitive ; yea 
predeterminative of the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. (3) Whereas 
he ſaith, That be ſpeakes not at al as willing their ſin, but only as one 
that penally denieth them further grace, this ſeems alſo agaiaſt the 
expreſſe mind of the Text, which ſaith , They were appointed, ari- 
Pugay, i.e. according to Grotins, they were ordamed, deſtined, or de- 
creed to ſtumble at the word, &tc, This certainly denotes more 
than Gods penal denial of further grace. (4) Whereas he faith, 
That the thing that he ts ſaid to ordain them unto , ts not ſin, but 
ruine , the conſequent of their ſin, the word [_ ſtumbling and falling] 
ſeenifying their deſtruttion, it ſeems contradictory to the letter and 
mindo the words : for both xgzexouue and gxdrfeacy ſignifie, ac- 
cording to our precedent explication of them, primarily their ſin, 
and then their ruine or deſtruCtion, as the conſequent of their ſin. 


their ſz, Whence, (2) there is ſomething more alſo implied, 
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This alſo is evident from that. parallel Text, Zude 4. For there are Jude 4, 


cert ain men crept in unawares, who were of old ordained to this condem- 
uation, ungodly men tarning the grace of God into laſciviouſneſſe , and 
denying the only Lord God. Theſe ungodly men are ſaid to be agg- 
my #4, deſigned, and as it were before written in the book of 
Gods predetermination , to be given up to this condemnation, of 
turning the prace of God into laſcwviouſneſſe, &c. So that it is evi- 
dent, that foreordained and decreed , not only their deſtru. 
= , but to leave them to thoſe ſins , which ſhould cauſe the 
ame. 
But to ſum np the whole of this Head, we grant, (1) That ab. 
ſolute PIR is not the cauſe either of mens ſins, or damna- 
tion. It's true, elective Grace is the cauſe of faith and falyation, 
but the Decree of Reprobation is not the cauſe of ſin or damna- 
tion, @) That Reprobation withdraws not any power from 
the perſon reprobated. Yet we denie, [17] That it is injuſt for 
God, by an abſolute, efficacious Decree,to reprobate ſome, for the 
glorifying of his own Juſtice : For albeit the Decree of Reproba- 
tion be _not an aCt of juſtice , yet it is not injuſt for God to repro- 
bate any. .[2] Wedenie alſo, that there is any motive, caule, or 
condition of Reprobation, as it regards the act of the Divine 
wil. Whence altb [3] we denie, that the act ofReprobation is 
'ÞP merely 


| 103 


The Aſſertoys of 
God's predeter- 
wminative Con- 
curſe to the ſub- 
ftrate mater of 
Sills | 


merely negative; but affirme, that it is poſitive and abſolute ; of 
which ſee Davenant Diſſert. de Eleft, & Reprobat.p. 113. Hence, 
[4] It neceſſarily follows, that when God predeſtines and pre. 
ordains any unto Damnation, he predeſtines and preordaing in 


like manner, by an efficacious act of his own ſfoverain Wil, to. 


leave men to their own ſinful courſes, and efficaciouſly to concur 
tothe ſubſtrate mater of thoſe ſins. See more Chap. 5.8. 3, 


———— 


CHAP. IV. 
An Hiſtoric Idea of Predeterminants and Anti-- 
predeterminants. 


The Aſſertors of Gods predeterminative Concurſe to tke ſubſtrate mater- 
of Sin z 5 Fathers, Auguſtin, Proſper, Fulgentivs. (2) Such 
as ſucceeded in the Roman Church, Hugo de Sarcto Viftore, 
Aquinas, Scotus, Ariminenſis, Holcot, Altifliodorenſis : Brad- 
wardine, his (onverſion, Parts, both natural and acquired, tele 
for Efficacions Predeterminative Concurſe , particularly as to the 
ſubſtrate mater of Sin: How God wils Sin: How the entitative 
alt is from Gods predeterminative Concurſe : How God ſpontaneouſly 
impels or neceſſitates men to the entitative att of Sin. The Domi- 
nicans, and particularly Alvarez's ſentiments conforme to our Hy. 
potheſis. The concurrent perſwaſions of Janſenius and his Seftator: : 
alſo of the Tridentine Cxtechiſme. (3) The Sentiments of Re- 


formed Divines, Wiclef, Calvin, Zuinglms, Beza, Chamier, 


Lud. Crocius, the Synod of Dort, and Opurch. of England, Dave- 
nant, Sam. Ward, &c. (4) Sacb as denie Gods Concurſe to the 
ſubſtrate mater of Sin, more ancient : Durandus, his proper Hy. 
potheſis, and who may be accounted his Settators; Lud; a dota 
his proper Sentiments and deſigne : Arminius, and his Adberents, 
the Remonſtrants and Andbapeiftes. The N ew Methodsſtes, Ca- 
mero, Amyraldus, Placeus, Le Blanc, Baromus, Strangius. How 
theſe New. e Hethodiſtes fel into theſe Sentrments, and who may be 
eſtimed ſuch. 


$. _ fe given a Scriptural Demonſtration of our Hypo- 

theſis, touching the efficacious, predeterminatrve Concurſe 
of God to the ſubſtrate mater or entitative att of that which ts ſinful, 
we now procede to lay down the concurrent ſentiments of Anti- 
pelagians 
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Chapc4 to the ſubſitate mater of Siw. 
lagians in al Ages of the Church; and withal to ſhew who 

fave in al Ages defended the Antitheſis of our Adverſaries. Firſt, 

among the Patrons of our Hypotheſis none deſerves a more illu- 


ſtrious name and mention than Axguſtsr, that great Propugnator 4,,,0;x, 


or Champion of efficacious Concurſe, I am not ignorant that 
ſome of our Adverſaries, as Strangins by name, are ſo confident 
as to cite Augnſtin's teſtimonie in defenſe of their Antitheſis ; 
but this is too palpable an abuſe to find place among the indiffe- 
rent or impartial Seftators of Auguſtin, whoſe ſentiments touch- 
ing this ſubject are ſufficiently evident in his Works. Thus, de 
Grat. & Lib. Arbity. Cap. 20. If the Scripture, faith he, be dils- 
gently inſpefted, it wil appear, that not only the good wils of men, but 
alſo the bad, are ſo in Gods power, that he can incline them where 
and when he wil, to per forme hy Rngen or to inflift his puniſhments, 
by his moſt gn moſt juſt judgement. Again, in the ſame 
book, he ſaith, That God workes in the hearts of men, to incline them 
which way he pleaſe, either to Good, out of his Mercie, or to evil ace 
cording to their deſerts, by his Fudgement, ſometimes open, ſometimes 
ſecret, but always juſt. So De Przdeſtinat. Sant. c. 16. It « 
(ith he) in the power of wicked men to ſin; but that by ſinning ma- 
litioſely they do this or that, 5s not in their power, but of God dividing 
the okneſ, and ordering it ; that ſo hence what they do againſt the 
wil of God, might not be fulfilled but by the wil of God. in, De 
Gen. ad literam lib. imperfefto, C. 5. Some things, faith he, God 
makes and orders, other things be only orders ; righteous men he makes 
and orders, but ſinners, as ſinners, be makgs not, but only orders, i. e. 
In good aCtions he is both the cauſe of the good, and of the aCti- 
on, but in ſinful afts he is not the cauſe of the fin, but only of 
the aCt ordering it for his glorie. Again, De Civitate Det, 1. 13. 
c. 22, he ſaith, That Sin as it is juſtly permitted by God, fals under 
the Eternal Law, that is, the Divine Wil or Decree. Moreover, 
Auguſtin frequently aſſerts, that God pwniſbeth one ſin by giving 


. men up to another : SO Contra Fulian. 1. 5.C. 3. & de Guitate Dez, 


l. 15. C.6. & hbro de Natura & Gratia, from cap. 20. to theend. 
To theſe Teſtimonies we may adde ſeveral Hypotheſes of Au 
guſtin , which demonſtratively evince Gods Predeterminative 
Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. As, (1) He aſſerted, 
that Reprobation was the att of Gods abſolute Wil, and ſo in it ſelf 
poſitive and abſolmte. (2) He held, That Excecation and Obdwura- 
tion is the conſequent of -—__— of which ſee Fanſenine, Auguſe. 
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de G 't.Chriſt.1. 10.c. 3,4, (3, He maintained, That al ſinsin 
wala Nature are neceſſary; becauſe puniſhments, as Fanſen. de Nat. 
Lap. C. 22, p. 264. Laſtly, that Auguſtin held Gods Efficaci- 
ous predeterminative Concurſe to-the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, is 
evident from the falſe Imputations charged on him by the Pela. 
gians, who imputed to him the ſame odioſe and forged. conſe. 
quences, which have been ever ſince imputed to the Aſſertors 
of Predeterminative Concurſe. As, [1] They falſely charged on 
him, that he aſſerted a fatal N eceſſitie, and ſaid, that God com- 
pelled men to fin. Whereas Auguſtin, 1. 1.9. 2. ad Simpl. anſwers 
(in the ſame manner as we now adays) That God is ſard to harden 
ſome Sinners, in that he has not mercie gn them, not that he impels 
them to ſin, &c. ['2] The Pelagians charged on Augnſtin, T hat. 
Si ergo ſervi he denied to ſinners the Libertie of their Wil, &c, It's true, when he 
ſunt peccati, diſcourſeth of Aforal Libertie, conſiſting in Adherence unto Gad, 
quid ſe jaftant he denieth, that ſinners have any ſuch Libertie ; but yet he fully 
rg wo aſſerts a Nataral Libertie, that which is eſſential to the wil, to 
Mite. ds Spirit. belong to al ſinners, of which ſee Zanſenins, Auguſt. Tom. 2. 1. 7, 
& lit.c. 30+ C. 12, p. 330. Toconclude, there is ſcarce any imputation falſely 
charged on thoſe that aſſert predeterminative Concurſe to the 
ſubſtrate mater of ſin now a-days, but it was. alſa imputed to 


H—_ by the Pelagians of old, and wiped oft by him, as by us, 
whic 


ſufficiently demonſtrates, that his Sentiments. were as to 
this Hypotheſis the ſame with: ours. He that wil ſee more of 
Auguſtins mind about this mater, may conſult Rutherford, de Pro. 

videntia, Cap. 30. Chamier, Panſtrat. Tom. 2. Lib. 3.c. 8. 
Proſper and Next to- Auguſtin follow his Seftators and Diſciples, Proſper and 
Fulgentins. Fulpentius, whom our Adverſaries would fain make to be of their 
perteaſion, but without ſhadow of Truth or Reaſon. As for the 
ſentiments of Proſper touching our Hypotheſis, they are to be 
ſeen, ad capitula Gallorum, where, following Auguſtin, he makes 
God to wil fin as the puniſhment of ſm. So Fulgentins, 1. 1. ad Mons 
mum, C. 26. God, albeit he be not the Author of evil cogitations, yet 
he is the Ordinator of evil Wils : netther doth he ceaſe to work, good 
out of the evil work, of every evil man : neither in the very injuſt works 
of the Wil, doth he relinquſh the juſt order of his own works ;, becauſe 
this he hath in that very order , that he doth juſtly deſert the evil 
Wil— and in the very juſt wil of the finner, he fulfills his own Tu- 
ftice, &c. What could be ſaid more evidently to demonſtrate our 
Hypotheſis ? 1s God the Ordinator of evil Wils? doth he not then 
efficacioully 
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efficaciouſly, yea predeterminatively move *and order them in 
their very evil atts? And doth he not ceaſe to worke good out of their 
evil workes ? Muſt he not then _ their wils to the entitative 
att of thoſe evil workes? And what is this but to predetermine 
their wils to the ſubſtrate mater of thofe evil workes? Again, 
if God, #n the very injuſt workes of the Wil doth not relinquiſh the 
juſt order of bus hex to then ſurely he muſt of neceſlitie applie and 
edetermine the wil of the Sinner to the entitative act of the 
worke, thereby to maintain his own juſt order. 
$6.2: We now paſſe on to ſuch as ſucceded the Fathers, and Such as ſurtted- 
albeit they lived in the boſome of the Ryman Church, yet they #4 #%? Farhns. 
ſtil defended the Doctrine of Anzg«/tin and our Hypotheſis, as 
to God: efficacions predeterminative Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of 
ſin. 1 ſhal begin with Anſelme, _— of {anterburie, who flou- Anime. 
riſhed about the year 109g, an /raliar by Nation, Monke by pro- 
feſſion; of a maſt acute Ingenie, devotional SanCtitie, conjoined 
with great Prudence and Humlitie, according to the character 
given him by Baronizs, This Anſelme, de Concord. Preſcientie, Pre- 
deſtinationis, Gratie & Liberi eArbitrii, C. 1. thus ſpeaketh : God 
worketh althings, which are wrought by a juſt or unjuſt Wil, i. e. both» 
good and evil workgs 1, In good workes truely he cauſeth both that they 
are, and that they are good; but in evil workes he cauſeth that they 
are, but not that they are evil; Herein he gives us the difference- 
between: Go\ls Concurſe to good and evil afts, as alſo the demon- 
ſtration- of our Hypotheſis; for if God cauſeth evil aQs that: 
they are, then certainly he efficaciouſly moves and applies the 
wil to the at, which is al that we mean: by Predetermina- - 
tion. 
Next follows Hugo de Sanito Viftore, by Nation a Saxon, (and'nug de Sartre + 
ſo allied to us,) by profeſſion a Monk, contemporary with Ber- Vidtore. 
nard, who flouriſhed about the year 1130. This Hugo, de Sacr. 
Fid. I.'1; c. 13. faith, * That God wils there ſhould be evil, and * Malum eſſe 
yet he doth not wil evil: He wils there ſhould be evil, becauſe it's vale Deus, & 
good there ſhould be evils, but he wils not evil,” becauſe evil it ſelf is —_ malum - 
wt- good. An excellent deſcription of Gods predeterminative gn \z vull 
wil and concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, ſo as to vindicate quia bonumeſt 
his Sacred Majeſtie fromany hand in the moral vitioſitie thereof: 'malum efle ; 
(1) God wils there ſhould be evil, 1. e. he doth, by an emnipotent 1on vulr ipſum + 
efficacious decree, wil the exiſtence of evil, in willing the ſub- —_ —_ 
ſtrate mater thereof: and yet (2) He doth not wil evi!, i.e. he Cos exten. 
doth 
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doth not with a wil of approbation or any way morally wil evit ag 
to its moral vitioſitic or formal reaſon. (3) ts good there ſboul 
be evil, 5. e. as it conduceth to the illuſtration of Gods glorie ; and 
ſo God wils it. But (4) evil itſelf, [morally conſidered as evil] 
75 not good, and therefore not willed by God as ſuch, The ſame 
Hugo, de Sacramentis, par. 5. cap. 29. aftirmes , That God by preſs 
ding over evil wils, doth, by an occult and inviſible operation, t 
and incline them to his own wil. What could more expreſlely he 
ſaid for the aſſerting Gods efficacious predeterminative concurſe 


fuum arbitrium to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin ? Doth God indeed preſide over the 
remperare & evil wils of men, and ſo, by an occult and invilible operati 
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temper and incline them to his own wil ? how is it poſlible then, 
buf that he applie and determine them to the eatitative act of 
their ſinful workes ? And whereas Hugo foreſaw many would be 
then, as now alſo, ſcandaliſed at this doctrine, touching Gods ef. 
ficacious concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, he addes this as 
the reaſon of the offenſe : Not becauſe that which is ſpoken is not we 
ſpoken, but becauſe that which is wel ſpoken is not wel underſtood. 1 wiſh 
our Adverſaries would wel conſider this prophetic reflexion of 
Hugo; of which more hereafter in Bradwardines ſentiments. 
We paſſe on to Thomas Aquinas , whom ſome of our Adverſa- 
ries would fain conjure into their Campe, and make a Patrone of 
their Antitheſis: but this is ſo great an impoſition on the intel. 
ligent world , that I cannot but admire at the confidence of thoſe 
who make uſe of it. Yet this has been the attempt not only of 
ſome leſſe converſant in Aquinas's Workes, but even of learned 
Strangius , who is oft more candid and ingenuous than others of 
his perſuaſion. Thus Strangins, kb. 2. cap. 14. from pag. 313. to 
317. endeavors to demonſtrate, That Thomas doth not admit that 
phyſic predetermination of God to a! and ſingular attions of the wil : The 
like a reverend Divine of eſtime among our ſelves would fain per- 
ſuade us, namely , That albeit the Domsmcans are for ſuch an uni- 
verſal predetermination, yet Aquinas s not, &&c, But let us a little 
examine the reaſon of this ſubterfuge : (1) Was not Thomas A- 
quinas himſelf a Dominican, of the Order of Dowunic ? And are 
not al the Dominicans ſworne Thomiſts ? Albeit they are in re- 
gard of their Order Dominicans, yet are they not al in regard of 
their Doctrine Thomiſts ? How comes it to paſſe then that they 
ſhould contend ſo hotly for phyſic predetermination of the wil by 
God in al its natugal actions, even ſuch as are ſinful, and yet The- 
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mas their Maſter agaioſt it? (z) Take the character of impastial 
Writers, and who ever demied this to be «Fquinas's ſentiment ? 
See learned and acute Dr. Samuel Ward, Profeſſor of Theologie at 
dre, his Determinations, pag. 117, 118. where he proves 
Gods predeterminative Concurſe to al actions of the wil out of 
Thomas, But becauſe Dr. Ward ſeems to be our friend , we ſhal 
appele unto our Adverſaries for the deciſion of this Controver. 
fie, namely to Le Blanc and Baronuzs. Le Blanc, Concil. Arbitr. 
Him. par. 3. theſ. 10. pag. 430. allures us, That Thomas and his 
ſeitators the Donunicans , teach, for the explication of Divie Con- 
curſe— That God doth premove and applie the very ſecond cauſes to 
their worke : for this the dependence of the ſecond cauſes on God their 
firit Mover doth require. For, according to their mind, God 1s there- 
fore ſai4 to be the fir## Mover, becauſe be doth antecedently move and 
applie al other cauſes to their operations, &c, What could be ſaid 
more evidently to explicate eAquinas's mind herein ? Thus alſo 
Baronixs, who, in his Metaphyſics, Seft. 8. Diſþ. 3. $.78. pag. 146. 
imputes this celebrious Opinion of Gods previous predetermmnative 
concurſe to al aftions unto Thomas Aquinas, as the principal Founder 
thereof. So $. 79. pag. 147. And F. 82. pag. 149. he urgeth, 
That from the opinion of Thomas it follows, that God is the Author of 
ſm, The like F. 85. pag. 151. But (3) to let paſſe the teſtimo- 
nies of others , if we may be aliowed the privilege of believing 
our own ſenſes, and the reflexions of our own reaſon thereon, it 
isto me molt evident, that Aquinas has copioſely and nervoſely 
defended our Hypotheſis, and impugned the Antithefis of our 
Adverfaries. Thus, 1. 2. Qzeſt. 79. Art. 2. The att of fin is both 
EnS and Act, and in both regards it is from God: for its neceſſary that 
every Ens or Being be derived from the firit Being, &c. And where- 
35 Strangius and a reverend Divine among our ſelves pretend, 
that this includes immediate concurſe, but not predeterminative, it is. 
moſt evident, that Aquinas owned noconcurſe but what was pre- 
leterminative: For'what is predetermination of the wil, but the ap prxgerermine.. 
vhication of it to its aft; as Strangiue, pag. 244. grants? And is not re voluntaten, 
this the proper notion whereby Aquinas deſcribeth the Concurſe eſt applicare 
of God to al atts of the wil ? What more commun with him, \9untatem ad 
than dhis grand Effate, That God applies al ſecond cauſes to their att ? —_— fa- 
Thus in his ſums, par. 1. Queft . 105. Art. 5. he layes down this "no na 
concluſion, That God attes in every Agent finally, effettively, and for- p. 244. =” 
nally, yet ſo as they alſo att, And then in the explication hereof 
he 
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he faith, *(3) That it is to be conſidered ,- that God doth nat 
© only move things to work , as by applying the tormes and yir. 
© tues of things to their operations, (as alſo:the-Artificer applies 
© the axe to cut , who yet ſometimes gives not the forme-to. the 
© axe) but alſo gives formes to creatures acting, and preſeryes 
*them in being— and becauſe the forme is in the thing,— and 
©God is properly the cauſe of the univerſal Being in althingg 
© which among. althings is more intime, it follows, that God 
© workes intimely in althings ; and for this reaſon in ſacred.Sci. 

* pture; the operations of nature are aſcribed unto God, as work. 

-< ing in-nature, according to that, Fob 10, 11. With skin and with 
© fleſh haf# #hou-clothed me, &c. What could have been faid more 
evidently to demonſtrate our Hypotheſis ? He faith, (1) The 
God aftes in every Agent, not only finally and effettsvely, but alſo far. 
mally. (2) That God moves things to worke, by APPLYING (3.t, 
Ppredetermining) the formes and virtues of things to their operations, 
Yea, (3) That God applies the ſecond cauſe to att, as the Artificer ap- 
ples the inſtrument to worke. Whereby he makes al ſecond cauſes, 
the wil not excepted, but a kind of inſtrument of Gods principal 
efficience : For the wil, albeit it may be termed a principal cauſe 
of moſt of its acts, yet in regard of the Divine concurſe, which it 
receives, and in virtue whereof it ates, it-may ſafely be termed 
a vital Inſtrument. (4) That God atting mo#t intimely in althings, 
the very operations of nature are aſcribed unto him, which notes pre. 
determination in the higheſt point. So alſo Aquinas, Queſt.Dij. 
9: 3. de Potentia, art. 7. {peakes fully of this ts nes ty "pk 
cation of al-ſecond cauſes by God, And indeed how frequently is thi 

Hypotheſis demonſtrated by him ? So that I-cannot but wonder, 
that any learned man ſhould urge eAquinas's teſtimonie againlt 
us. 

We deſcend now to Scotus, (the Head of a Sect oppoſite-to the 
Thomiſts, yet) who hath given evident and ſtrong confirmation 
and demonſtration to our Hypetheſis. I am not ignorant , that 
a learned and-pious Divine makes uſe alſo of Scorus's name to 
patroniſe his Antitheſis : and I ſhal not denie, but that Srorus has 
1n many points too much favored the Pelagian intereſt, which has 
inclined the Jeſuites to follow him rather than Thomas ; yet this 
I no way dout but to mako-good, that as to our Hypotheſis, rowch- 
17g Gods predeterminative conenrſe to the ſubſtrate mater-of ſin, Scotus 


is fully of our perſuaſion, This wil- appear -evident , (1) -if we 
conſider 
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conſider his notion of Divine Preſcience of things futoure, which he 

makes to ariſe from the Divine Decree giving tuturition to them, 

as Le Blanc, de Preſcient. thbeſ. 33. pag. 443. confeſſeth. And cer- 

tainly ſuch as hold Gods preſcience of fins future to be from his 

own Decree efficaciouſly determining their futurition , cannot 

with any ſhadow of reaſon denie Gods predeterminative concurſe 

tothe ſubſtrate mater of ſin. (2) Scotus and his ſeCtators gene- Sootiſte vita 
rally hold, That God efficaciouſly concars to al ſecond cauſes and their hajudinodi pley- 
aits, not by any influence or 1mpreſſion on the ſecond cauſe, (which the ſicum & intrin- 
Thomiſts aſſert ) but by his abſolute and efficacious Decree applying and ſecum creaturz 
d-termining the ſecond cauſe to att, Which we judge to be the very indirum eſſe 
truth, as it hath been demonſtrated by us , Court Gent. P.4. B. 2 — m w—_ =_ 
c.7. $.3. So that the Thomilts and Scotilts differ not really as nana, of = 
tothe point of predetermination , but only as to its origine and trinſecum , ab- 
principe ; the Thomiſts making it to conlilte in a phyſic intrinſec ſolurum, & effi- 
nfluxe impreſſed on the creature, and the Scotiſts placing the ®* 44 agen- 
whole of it in the volition of God, without any force impreſſed (j PP1c's 
on the ſecond cauſe, as our Country-man Compe. Carleton, in his Carleton. Philef: 
Philoſophie, Dsſp. 30. SelF. 1. pag. 327. has incomparably wel ſta- Di.30. ſeft. i, 
ted it. But (3) Scotws, iN 4. Sentent, Diſtinft. 49. Queſt. 6. F. 14. 048+ 327» 

pag. 522. ( edit, 1620.) has theſe very words: Eſt contra naturam 

jus, | (cil. voluntatis] determinars 4 cauſa inferiors , quia tunc ipſa 

non efſet ſuperior : non eſt autem contra naturam ejus determinari 4 

canſa ſuperiors , quia cum hoc ſtat, quod ſit cauſa in ſuo ordine, It's 

avain#t its nature, (namely the wils] to be determined by an inferior 

cauſe, becauſe then _ not be ſuperior ;, but it is not again#t its na- 

ture to be determined by a ſuperior canſe , becauſe it 15 confiſtent here- 

with, that it be a canſe in its own order, Wherein Scotus doth moſt 

acutely, though briefly , ſtate the Controverſie about Predetermi. 

aation both negatively and poſitively. (1) Negatively, That the 

wil cannot be determined, or predetermined, by any inferior cauſe ;, be- 

cauſe then it were not ſuperior : for whatever cauſe predetermines 

another to aCt,is ſo far ſuperior to it: it being |mpoſlible,yea a con- 

tradition , that the inferior ſhould predetermine the ſuperior. 

(2) Poſitively , That it is not again#t the nature of the wil to be pre- 

determined by a ſuperior cauſe, 1. e. by God the firſt cauſe, who gave 

it being, and therefore may without violence to its libertie deter- 


mine or predetermine it in its operation : and Scotws's reaſon is 


invincible ; becauſe to be predetermined by a ſuperior cauſe , i very 
wel. conſeft ent with the wils being a cauſe iz its own order ; Yea, we 
may 
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may raiſe this reaſon to a-greater height, therefore the wil is a 
cauſe in its own order, s. e. a particular, proper, principal, or leſſe 
principal cauſe, according to. the nature of its caufalitie and effeR, 
becaule it is predetermined to at by God the ſuperior firſt Cauſe; 
ſo that Gods predeterminative concurſe to the ations of the wil, 
even ſuch as have ſin appendent to them, is, according to Scotw's 
ſentiments, ſo far from infringing or diminiſhing the wils natural 
order and libertie in ating, as that it corroborates and confirmes 
the ſame, (4) Laſtly, Scotws 5n 2. Sent. Diſt. 37. q.2. faith ex- 
preſſely, © That [albeit God determine the wil to the material a(t 
* which is.{inful, yet] the vitioſitie of ſin is.not to be attributed to 
© God, but to-the create wil, becauſe the create wil is under an 
© eſſential obligation to give reCtitude to the aftion ; but God is 
© not bound by any ſuch obligation, cc. Which is the ſame with 
the ſentiments of Zinglins and our reformed Divines, albeit op- 
=_ by the new Methodiſts, as wel as Arminians and Moll. 

niſts. | 
Having laid down the concurrent teſtimonies of the two prin 
Cipal Heads of the Scholes, Thomas and Scots , we now palle on 
to their. ſeCtators, whereof we ſhal give the mention but of a fey 
more illuſtrious. To begin with Gregorius Ariminenſis , who was 
by profeſſion a Dominican, and great defendent of eAuguitin's 
Dodtrine ; whom: Biſhop Uſher valued as. the ſounde#+ of the 
Schole-men , and Dr. Barlow, as the acuteſt : His. invict demon- 
ſtration of our Hypotheſis we find, in Sent. 2. Diſtintt. 34. Art. 3. 
where he demonſtrates Gods. jmmediate. efficience in producing vhe 
entitative att of ſin thus : © (1): Every, evil at. when produced is 
© conſerved by God. Ergo. The antecedent he proves thus : be 
*cauſe otherwiſe every evil aCt ſhould not in its. exiſtence imme- 
© diately depend on God, but be independent ; and ſo by ſtronger 
© reaſon, the wil itſelf, which is more perfeCt than its act, ſhould 
© be independent. Again, if it be not repugnant to. the Divine 
* Bonitie to conſerve the evil act, neither is it repugnant to it to 
© produce the: ſame.. (2) The wil is of itſelf indifferent to any 
* act, therefore it muſt be determined to every a& by God. (3) 
©If God be not the immediate cauſe of the a; which is evil , he 
is not the Maker of al Beings. (4) Al good. that is not God, 
*is from:God as the Efficient thereof ;. but the aft morally evil is 
© yet naturally good. Ergo. Hence he procedes to anſwer the 
Objections of his and our Adyerſarics thus : *(1) If God pe 
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6 rhe ſame evil aff , which man produceth, then he ſins as man ſins. 
£ Whereto he anſwers, by denying the conſequence, and that on 
© this reaſon ; becauſe man doth not therefore preciſely ſin, be- 
© cauſe he doth an evilaCt, as it is Exs or a; but therefore he 
|,  * ſins, becauſe he doth it evily, s. e. againſt right reaſon ; {or the 
© Law of God? but now God produceth the ſame act according to 
al ©right reaſon, and therefore wel. So the ſame man borne in 
Y © fornication, is produced by God wel, but by the fornicator evil- 
X ©ly. But (2) itis farther objetted by his Adverſaries then, as 
& by ours now, thus: Thou wilt ſay, that thoſe things that are , per Objeft. 2. 
0 ſe, in themſelves [ or intrinſecally] evil, as the hatred of God, or the 
n like, can never be wel done : therefore neither by God. *1 reſponde, 
is © faith he, (as we) that there is or can be no cntitie which may 
th * not be wel done, albeit not by every Agent : e, g. man envieth ; 
p- | <but God, although he produce the ſame aCt of eavie with man, 
li. Y * yet he doth not envie. For al ſuch a@ts, beyond the ſimple pro- 
* duction or motion of ſuch or ſuch a thing, do connote ſome- 
Ml © thing on the part of the Author, who is ſo denominated , which 
on Y *agrees not to God : So to ſteal, beſides the ſimple tranſlation of 
v  * the thing from place to place , connotes the thing ſtolne not to 
a < belong to him that tranſlated it : but God tranſlating the ſame 
!s ME «thing, doth not tranſlate what is not his own ; and therefore is 
he M * not faid to be the thief, cc. But here we are to note, that 
n- whereas Gregorius Ariminenſis makes God to be a partial cauſe of 
3. fin, it is not to be underſtood, as if God were the partal cauſe of 
he Y the entitative act, for ſo he makes God to be a coral cauſe ; but he 
is cals God a partial cauſe of ſin, as he produceth only the entitative 
x- | act, not the vitioſitie, whereof man only is the moral cauſe, Thus 
e alſo Ho/cot , our Country-man, ſuper Sentent, lib. 2. Diſt. 1. q. 1. Hi!cot, 
er makes God to be a partial cauſe of ſin, yet not the Author of it : 
1d whereby he plainly means, as he explicates himſelf, that God is 
ne the phyſical cauſe of the ſubſtrate mater , or entitative a& only, 
to but man the moral cauſe of the vitioſitie alſo. This I mention, 
ny MW becauſe a reverend Divine of name among us from theſe expreſli- 
3) ons of Ariminenſis and Holcor, would perſuade us, that they make 
God the partial cauſe of the cntitative act. We might adde to 
d, theſe the teſtimonies of Altiſodorerſis, in Sent. 2, where he proves Aitiradorenſie- > + 
lis Y by ſtrong arguments, namely from the Paſſion of Chriſt, &c. That _-  * *< 
he | the evil aftion is from God operating and cooperating with the bimax | 
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may raiſe this reaſon to a-greater height, therefore the wil ise 
cauſe in its own order, s. e. a particular, proper, principal, or leſſe 
principal cauſe, according to. the nature of its caufalitie and effet, 
becaule it is predetermined to at by God the ſuperior firit Cauſe; 
ſo that Gods predeterminative concurſe to the ations of the wil, 
even ſuch as have ſin appendent to them, is, according to Scorw's 
ſentiments, ſo far from infringing or diminiſhing the wils natural 
order and libertie in aCting, as that it corroborates and confirmes 
the ſame. (4) Laſtly, Scotws in 2. Sent. Diſt. 37. 4. 2. faith ex 
preſſely, ©* That [albeit God determine the wil to the material at 
* which is-ſinful, yet] the vitioſitie of ſin is not to be attributed to 
© God, but to-the create wil, becauſe the create wil is under an 
© eſſential obligation to give reCtitude to the action ; but God is 
© not bound by any ſuch obligation, &c. Which is the ſame with 
the ſentiments of Zxinglizs and our reformed Divines, albeit op- 
ou by the new Methodiſts, as wel as Arminians and Mol. 

niſts. | 
Having laid down the concurrent teſtimonies of the two prin 
cipal Heads of the Scholes, Thomas and Scotus , we now palle on 
to their. ſeftators, whereof we ſhal give the mention but of a fey 
more illuſtrious. To begin with Gregorius Ariminenſis , who was 
by profeſſion a Dominican, and great defendent of «Augu#tin's 
Doctrine ; whom: Biſhop Uſher valued as: the ſoundeF of the 
Schole-men , and Dr. Barlow, as the acuteſt : His. invict demon- 
ſtration of our _—_— we find, in Sext. 2. Diſtinft. 34. Art. 3. 
where he demonſtrates Gods. wmmediate. efficience in producing the 
entitative att of ſin thus : © (1): Every, evil aft. when produced is 
© conſerved by God. Ergo.. The antecedent he proves thus : be- 
*cauſe otherwiſe every evil aCt ſhould not in its. exiſtence imme- 
* diately depend on God, but be independent ; and ſo by ſtronger 
© reaſon, the wil itſelf, which is more perfe@t than its act, ſhould 
* be independent. Again, if it be not repugnant to. the Divine 
* Bonitie to conſerve the evil aft, neither is it repugnant to it to 
© produce the: ſame.. (2) The wil is of itſelf indifferent to any 
* act, therefore it muſt be determined to every a&t by God. (3) 
©If God be not the immediate cauſe of the a; which is evil , he 
*1s not the Maker of al Beings. (4) Al good. that is not God, 
*is from-God as the Efficient thereof ;. but the at morally evil is 
© yet naturally good. Ergo. Hence he procedes to anſwer the 
Objections of his and our Adyerfaries thus : *(1) If God ary 
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© the ſame evil aff, which man produceth, then he fins as man ſins. 
« Whereto he anſwers, by denying the fot and _—_ 
© this reaſon ; becauſe man doth not therefore preciſely ſin, be- 
© cauſe he doth an evilaCt, as it is Ex or a#; but therefore he 
l, « ſins, becauſe he doth it evzly, s. e. againſt right reaſon ; [or the 
's © Law of God? but now God produceth the ſame act according to 
al ©right reaſon, and therefore wel. So the ſame man borne in 
es © fornication, is produced by God wel, but by the fornicator evil- 
Y- ©ly. But (2) itis farther objetted by his Adverſaries then, as 
& by ours now, thus: Thou wilt ſay, that thoſe things that are , per ObjeF. 2. 
to ſe, in themſelves [ or intrinſecally] evil, as the hatred of God, or the 
Ni like, can never be wel done : therefore neither by God. *1 reſponde, 
is © faith he, (as we) that there is or can be no cntitie which may 
th *not be wel done, albeit not by every Agent: e, g. man envieth ; 
p- | <but God, although he produce the ſame aft of envie with man, 
li- 8 * yet hedoth not envie. For al ſuch afts, beyond the ſimple pro- 
«duction or motion of ſuch or ſuch a thing, do connote ſome- 
fl © thing on the part of the Author, who is ſo denominated , which 
on ©agrees not to God : So to ſteal, beſides the ſimple tranſlation of 
W © the thing from place to place , connotes the thing ſtolne not to 
23 < belong to him that tranſlated it : but God tranſlating the ſame 
i © thing, doth not tranſlate what is not his own ; and therefore is 
he Y * not faid to be the thief, cc. But here we are to note, that 
n- whereas Gregorius Ariminenſis makes God to be a partial cauſe of 
3. fin, it is not to be underſtood, as if God were the parteal cauſe of 
he BY the entitative act, for ſo he makes God to be a rora/cauſe ; but he 
is cals God a partial caufe of fin, as he produceth only the entitative 
x- act, not the vitioſitie, whereof man only is the moral cauſe. Thus 
e alſo Ho!cot , our Country-man, ſuper Sentent, lib. 2. Diſt. 1. q. 1. Hilo, 
er i makes God to be a partial cauſe of ſin, yet not the Author of it : 
1d whereby he plainly means, as he explicates himſelf, that God is 
ne MW the phyſical cauſe of the ſubſtrate mater, or entitative a&t only, 
to but man the moral cauſe of the vitioſitie alſo. This I mention, 
ny becauſe a reverend Divine of name among us from theſe expreſli- 
3) onsof Ariminenſis and Holcot, would perſuade us, that they make 
he Y God the partial cauſe of the cntitative aft. We might adde to 
xd, | theſe the teſtimonies of Altiſiodorerſis, in Sent. 2, where he proves Aitiiadoreaſie: -- + 
lis by ſtrong arguments, namely from the Paſſion of Chriſt, &c. That _- * *< 
the NY the evil aftion is from God operating and cooperating with the humax © * | 
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Tho. Bradwardine his charaGer and zele,ec. Boe 
I now come to Thomas Bradwardine, our pious, learned and pro- 
found Bradwardine , whom , might I be allowed my libertie, 1 
ſhould rather reckon among our firſt Reformers, than among the 
Sons of Antichriſt; for indeed he was a zeloſe Patron of, and 
ſtout Championefor the fundamental points of the Reformed Rel 
gion, ſpecially efficacious free Grace, which he with ſo much cou. 
rage, ſtrength of argument, and flaming zele cetended againſt the 
Pclagians of thoſe days. This Thomas Zradwardine, borne at Hare. 
field in Suſſex, flouriſhed about the year 1350. He was a perſon 
of prodigioſe natural ingenie, which he greatly poliſht-by ai man- 
ner of acquired Sciences , ſpecially the Mathematics and fchola. 
ſtic Theologie. He was a great Aﬀecter and Admirer of. meta. 
phyſic Contemplations , which in his firſt ſtudies he greedily 
drank in, even to the neglect of the holy Scriptures, becauſe they 
favored not of a mctaphyſic ſtyle, as he himſelf informes us, in 
his Book de Cauſa Dei. When, ſaith he , in the ſtate of my unrege. 
neracie, I came into the Scholes, and heard Lettures ox Pauls Epiftn 
of free Grace, &C. it did no way reliſh with me , quia non ſapit ſty!um 
metaphyſicum , becauſe it ſavored not of a metapbyſic ſtyle. It was 
with me, as it was with Auguſtin of old, nothing would pleaſe but ſcls- 
laftic diſcourſes for free wil, &c. But after hts Converſion he was, 
as-another Augn#tin, the greateſt Champion for free efficacious 
Grace. Bale , de Script. Brit. cent. 5. cap. 87. tels us, © That 
© Zohn Baconthorp; that famoſe Divine and Engliſh-man, returning 
© from Paris had a great .conteſt with Bradwardine about the 
© points of Gods Preſcience and Predeſtination ; to. whom at 
© laſt Bradwardine aſſents in al thoſe points; as the ſame Bacon- 
thorp declares, in Sent. lib. 4. Diſt. 1. q. 4. Afterwards he was cal. 
led to be Confeſſor to King Edward III. and thence made Arch- 
biſhop of Caxterbary, without any deſire of his own thereto. He 
was indeed a good Mathematician, a great Philoſopher, and cx- 
cellent Divine, being communly [tiled Dottor profaundus, the pro- 
found Dobtor. 
Neither was he leſfe renowned for his Pictie and Zele in-the 
Cauſe of God, againſt the Pelagians, which he defended with 
great fervor, as wel as acumen of ſpirit ; which alſo is greatly il 
Iuſtrious in his defence of Gods efficacious Concurſe. and Providence 
about the ſubſtrate mater of ſinful as. This he frequently incul. 
cates in his moſt excellent Book de Cauſa Det, ſpccially bb. 1.c..30, 
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0 are governed by the Laws of Divine Providence, Cay. 30, 31.p. 
[ 271, &c. ' (2) That althings which have any natural Entitie or 
he Being, procede from Gods Providence attually and efficaciouſly diſpo- 
Id ſeng them, and not merely permitting, Which he demonſtrates ma- 
ll- ny ways: as [1] Becauſe there i 10 att ſimply evil and inordinate, 
wſ any inordination precedent to the divine wil, [2] Becauſe other- 
ie wiſe the whole Univerſe world not be diſpoſed in the beſt manner, 
wo [3] Becauſe the Scriptures both of Old and New Teſtaments, aſcribe 
N to God in his Providence abo;t Sin attzve Names. Thus cap. 32, 
a p. 288. (3) That about whatever Gods Permiſſion is, bis attual Vo- 
&. lition is alſo employed about the ſame. And he gives this demon- 
a- ſtrative reaſon hereof : For albct theſe things that are evil as evid 
y are not good, yet it 1s good that there ſhould b not only good things, 
J but alſo evil. For unleſs it were good that evils be, the Omnipotent good 
= would not ſuffer them to be, as Cap. 33. 

Go Hence, (4) He comes /. 34. to the ſtate of the controvyerſie, pow God wits: 


- How God wils ſin , and how he wils it not. hy He proves, p. 294, Sin. 
_ 295. That God muſt neceſſarily wil the exiſtence of Sin, becauſe he 
4 i permits it : alſo God doth yo/untarily provide for, yea att al the vo- 
& iN luntary aits of the wil both good and evil, with al their poſuttve cir- 
5 I cunſtances, which neceſſarily import ſin. Again, © This Propoſition, 
S | *Sin &, is true; and therefore there muſt be ſome cauſe of its 
t IF ©truth; which can be no other than the divine wil, from which 
> i *al complexe beings as wel as incomplexe have their origina- 
© i ©tion. Again, * Whatever is good muſt procede from the firſt 
t I <good: but that Sin exiſte, is good, according to Augu/trr, So 
: © Hugo ſaith, That God wils that ſins exiſte, becauſe this is cood, 
| © Moreover, he brings in F2o ſpeaking thus; (which deſerves 
- I *agreat remarque) If it be ſa:d, God wils ſin, thu ſeems harſh and 
- @candalous to the ear ;, and therefore ſome pious mind doth refute 
" i ©this, not becauſe that which is ſpoken, is il ſpoken, but becauſe that 
" © which 15 wel ſpoken ts il underſtood, (27) Thence Bradwardine pro- 
cedes to refure Lombard, who aſſerts, That God wils fin as a pu» 
& BY niſbment, not under this reaſon, as it is ſin;, (i. e. materially or en- 
1 titatively conſidered } which Hypotheſis of Lombard he refutes; 
" I by ſhewing, © That the puniſhment of [in is neceſſarily conjoined with 
| ©the Sin: ſo that if God wils fin as a puniſhment, he mult ne- 
(ceſſarily wil the exiſtence of fin. Alſo whoever knows two 

» I ©things tobe neceſſarily and inſeparably conjoined, and wils that- 


| they ſhould be ſoconjoined, and knowingly and rationally wils 
© one.; 


(x15 


How God wile Sin. © Book] 
©one; the ſame perſon wils alſo the other; ſpecially if about 
© both he employ an at of his wil: But now God knows and 
« wils that thoſe two, Sin and Puniſhment be conjoined together, 
© and rationally wils the one, namely the puniſhment of ſin, 
© therefore alſo the ſin. Again, he that wils an Antecedent, wils 
© alſo the Conſequent, at leaſt in an univerſal, albeit not in a par. 
© ticular : for he that wils a whole, wils al the parts neceſlary 
* thereto, [3] Thence he procedes, p. 300. to ſhew, how God 
wils ſin : God, ſaith he, doth no way wil Sin ſimply, but only in ſome 
limited reſpeft : * For, to ſay that God wils ſomething ſimply, is, 
©according to the commun manner of ſpeech, to ſay, that he 
© loves it and approves of it as good, Yea, addes he, may it 
© not be ſaid, that in the whole Univerſe there is no ſuch thing 
©as Inordination, Deformitie, or Sin ſimply conſidered, but only 
©Sin in ſome reſpet? Becauſe in regard of the prime and ſu- 


. © preme Cauſe, al Beings both poſitive and privative are ſweetly 


* diſpoſed with the higheſt wiſdome, beautie, and juſtice, Whence 
[4] He gives us the difference between Gods Concurſe to ſinful 
acts, and to ſuch as are good, p. 302. God, faith he, #5 not the 
Author of {in as of that which is done wel : *For of this he is the 
«* Author ſo, as that he alone doth ſupernaturally create, and 
* give tothe wel-doer, Faith, Hope and Love, &c. But it is not 
ſoasto fin. :. e. As to good, God prodnceth not only the natural 
act, but alſo the moral Bonitie, but as to Sin, he produceth 
only the natural entitative Act. [_5] He thence p. 302. expli- 
cates, how the Apoſtle Pax! and the Fathers denied, that God 
wils Sin > © When, faith he, eAugyſtin and the other holy men 
© denie that God wils Sin, the cauk: of this negation ſeems this: 
© Becauſe the Apoſtle and Arguſtir, and other holy men placed 
©Predeſtination, Preſcience, and the like on Gods part, the Pe- 
* lagians and other Heretics would excuſe Sinners from their ſins, 
*and retort the cauſe and blame on God, who ſo predeſtinated 
or foreknew : therefore theſe holy men would ſay, that God 
© by his Predeſtination, Preſcience or ſuch like, doth not compel 
* them againſt their wil to ſin, but that they ſin freely and by 
©their own wil; and that God by predeſtinating, foreknowing, 
© or willing ſins, doth not fin, nor do unjuſtly, neither is he the 
© firſt imputable, -or culpable cauſe of ſins; but the firſt, impu- 
© table, and culpable cauſe is the proper wil of the Sinner. This 
mdeed 1s the proper ſtate of our controverſie at this day. _y_ 
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Chap. 4- How the entitative a is from God, Oc. 
he addes, po. 303. But if it yet be faid, that it always 


© hears il with manyto ſay, That God doth any wiſe wil ſin, it 
&js certainly true, and that peradventure according to Hugo 


© before cited, not becauſe that which is ſaid is not wel ſaid, but Not quiaquod 
© becauſe that which is wel ſaid, is not wel underſtood. 1 would dicitur 


«to God therefore that they would take the Salt of Divine 
ewiſdome, and ſayor and underſtand the truth which is ſavo- gi 


«cy to a fanetalt; and that they would know, that there is bene 
*no evil in the world, which is not for ſome great good : why tur. Highs 


« therefore ſhould we ſubſtraft from the World, and from G 

© the Author of the World, this way of doing good, or of be- 
©nefaftion, which is ſo admirable and great? Yea it ſeems 
* more miraculoſe and great, to worke good out of evils than out 
© of goods, or to worke good only. And without peradyenture 
© it ſeemeth ſo diſguſtful to many, if it be ſaid, that God wils 
© and produceth the aCt of Inceſt of the Father with the Davgh- 
© ter, of the Son. with the Mother, of Parricide, Scdition, Blaſ- 
© phemie, and other like ſins: and yet not only the Saints, but 
©alſo the Philoſophers ſpeak thus : For who in ſuch an inceſt pre- 
©pares the ſeed, and moves, creates, and infuſeth the. ſoul into 
©the fetws, but God ? and however it may ſound, thus the Saints. 
©of God ſpeak, yea the Spirit of God, who ſpeaks in then. 
What could be ſaid more acutely, demonſtratively and di- 
vinely for the deciding our. controverſie , would men but. re-- 
ceive it ? 


(5) Again, Bradwardize, 1. 2. C. 20. p. 542, &c.. proves out How thy Fiiltis - 
of Altiſſiodorenſis, ſuper 2. ſent. © That the evil attion is from Gad *ivt = 


© operating and cooperating with the human wil. . Altiſſiodorenſis's ar- 
© ouments are theſe, i 1 ] Fromthe Paſſion of Chriſt, which was 
*p00d, and proceded from a good cauſe, namely the Wil of God. 
[27] From the aCt of Forgication, whereby an holy. Prophet is 
© begotten : which act is the cauſe of good, and therefore good ; 
*and yet it. is alſo evil: and therefore an evil ation as it is an 
tation is good and from God. Thence he addes the Teſtimo- 
nie of Thomas, in Queſt, de malo, q. 19. where! he demands, 
Whether the att of ſin be from God? and he anſwers thus: © It muſt 
© be ſaid, that among the Ancients there was a double opinion 
© concerning this mater :- ſome ſaid more: anciently, that the atti- 
* on of Sin was not fromGod; attending tothe'very Deformity of 
«Sin,. which is not from-God ; but ſome ſaid, that the attion- of 


© Sins 


iN Is 


. How God ſpon- 

taneouſly impels 
men to the en- 

titative att of 

Sits - 


*© Sin 5s from God; attending to the very Eſſence of the Act, which 
'© muſt be granted to be from God, and that on a double reaſon; 


"How'God ſpontaneouſly impels wen, &+c. Book If 


© [1] Commun, becauſe God being Ens or Being by his own Eſſence, 
« and his very Eſſence his Being, it-mult thence neceſſarily follow, 
« that whatever doth participate of Being, muſt be derived from 
<him who is Being by Eſſence. [2] Special: for it is neceſſary 
«that al motions of ſecond Cauſes be produced by the firſt Mover, 
© who is God, aSp. 554- : 

(6) Bradwardine, |. 2.C. 22. p. 559. riſeth higher, and proves 
ſtrongly, That it implies a contradittion for any Nature to aft or 


move without God, of himſclf, properly, attually, and ſpecially applying 


tt to alt, and moving of s. Which he demonſtrates many wayes: 


as [1] Becauſe no natural virtue or forme can operate without 
Gods cooperating therewith. [2] Becauſe al natural thingsor 
cauſes are but as Inſtruments in regard of God the firſt Cauſe, 
[3] Becauſe the create wil cannot ſubſiſt of it ſelf; therefore 
neither can it act of it ſelf, -as c. 24. p. 563. [4] Becauſe God, 
by reaſon of his infinite Aftualitie, permits nothing but what he 
wils. 

(8) Bradwardine, 1. 3. C. 29. Pp. 739. aſcends yet higher, and 
demonſtrates, That God, albeit he impel no man wolently againſt 
his wil, yet he impels al mens wils ſpontaneouſly, and draws them to 
6 al their free atts, even ſuch as have ſin annexed to them. © But fur- 
<ther, addes he, it may be probably ſaid, that God doth in ſome 
<ſenſe neceſlitate to the very aft of ſin, as to the ſubſtance of 
« the act; yet it doth not thence follow that he doth neceſſitate 
< to ſin, or to the .deformitie of ſin, as it is fin, or the deformitie 
<of fin: for the omnipotent God may, as it appears, ſeparate 
« the very ſubſtance of the act and whatever 1s poſitive in it from 
« the Deformitie of ſin, and can produce and conſerve ſuch an 
« effe(t really poſitive and good, without ſuch a defect and priya- 
«tive malice: Specially, ſithat Sin, Deformitie, Vitioſitie, or de- 
£ fe(t is not eſſentially the very act, nor of the eſſence of the act, 
« nor neceſſarily a conſequent of the ſubſtance of the aft. There- 
© fore the good God atting rightly, pre-aCting and in ſome ſenſe 


© neceſſitating to ſuch an aR, according to its ſubſtance and na- 
© ture good, the vitioſitie or ſin doth not thence neceſſarily fol. 


£ low : whence therefore doth it follow, but from the free wil 
« of the Creature freely deficient, and from the wil of the Sinner ? 


"What could be ſaid more acutely, more judiciouſly, "more de. 


monſtratiyely, 


Chap. 4 The Dominican: Sextiments. £23 


monſtratively, and more piouſly, to puta period to this contro- 

yerſie, had not men a ſtrong impulſe to oppoſe the Truth? | 

have been the more prolixe in rehearſing theſe illuſtcious and de- 

monſtcative Sentiments of Bradwardine, becauſe 1 find nothing 

newly ſtarted by our Adverſaries, but what | find rationally, ſo- 

lidly, and convittively ſolved by him, above three hundred years . 
ſince. As for his ſolutions to the particular Objeftions made by 

his Opponents then, and ours now, we ſhal produce them ia 

$ what follows in anſwer to the Objections againſt our Hypotheſis, 

C9.6..1, 2. 

, Having produced the concurrent Sentiments of the ancient The Dominican: 
- Fathers and Scholemen for the confirmation of our Hypotheſis, /ntiments- 

r we might now deſcend to the later Scholemen, ſpecially the Tho- 


r miſts; but theſe lie under the ſame criminal accuſation and im- 
, putation with our Adverſaries, as the orthodoxe (alviniſt; and 
. it deſerves a particular remarque, that look as the Pelagian Je- 


ſuites oppole the Dominicans in this point under the Bears skin 
- of being Calvimſts;, 1o the Arminians and New Methodiſts op- 
- the Calviniſts in the ſame point, under the Bears skin of 


1 ing Dominicans : and indeed no wonder, ſithat the Domini- 
n cans and Calviniſts in this point about Gods predeterminative 
0 Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin do greatly accord. And 
I let our Adverſaries ſay what they liſt againſt the Dominicans, 
e it's certain, that in this mater they have done great ſervice to the 
f cauſe and intereſt of Truth: and particularly Alvarez, who is 41yr4, 
n ___ ſtruck at by the adverſe partie, deſerves great ho- 
> nor and diligent inſpeCftion by thoſe who have any kindneſs for 
n our Hypotheſis, or any part of the DoCtrine of Efficacious Grace. 
1 lam not ignorant what an heavy load of [mputations, Strangize, 
1 and a Reverend Divine of Name among our ſelves, have laid 
Q 


upon him in their Oppoſitions to what he has writ in the defenſe 
= Hypotheſis; but the Jeſuites themſelves, whoare his moſt 
puiſſant Impugnators, give him a more candid and favorable 
treatment : For in the treaty between them and the Janſeniſts 
begun Feb. 18. 1663. the Jeſuites rejefting the Arbitrament of 
Gregorie Arimnenſis and Eſtius, whom they judged more ſevere, 
they pitcht upon Alvarez as the more moderate, 'to whom they 
required the Janſeniſtsto cogforme in thoſe points controverted, b 
in order 'tomn accommodement : and the reafons they allege are 
of moment; * For, ſay they, Alvarez having aſliſted at the Con 
; R © oregarions 
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The Dominicans Sex$i-rents. 


Corepations de Auxiliss, there is a grand apparence, that he and 
«thoſe others who writ at the ſame time and ſince, took op this 
© mode of ſpeech to falve Libertie, according to the movements 
© and ſentiments which the Popes, Clement 8*Þ, and Paul 5% had; 
albeit they made no Decree on this mater z. of which ſee Re. 
fſutat. de Pere Ferrier, Chap. 6. and Idea of Fanſemiſme, p. 82, 
wherein remarque, (1) That the Jeſuites, Alvarez's ſworne ene. 
mies, give him a more favorable charaCter, as one, who for his 
moderation was employed by the Popes to aſſiſt at the Congre. 
gations de Auxiliis, for the compoſing the differences in thoſe 
points in controverſie between the Dominicans and Jeſvites about 
Predetermination. Yea, (2) That the Popes themſelves, Cl. 
ment 8th; and Paul 5*, had the ſame ſentiments with Alvarez, 
Is it not ſtrange then, that the Jeſuites, who are profeſſed ene. 
mies to Predetermination, and the Popes themſelves, who have 
been generally favorers of Pelagianiſme, ſhould have a greater 
kindneſſt for Alvarez's ſentiments about Predetermination, than 
Proteſtant Divines, whoſe DoCtrine againſt the Pelagians and 
Jeſuites can never be defended but by thoſe principes on which 
eAlvarez. bottomes his Predetermination ? For mine own part, I 
cannot but confeſſe, that in thoſe Notions about Efficacious 
Grace and Predetermination, I read Atvarez with al poſſible di. 
ligence and exactitude of ſpirit, and found therein ſo penetrant 
an acumen, ſo profound fſoliditic, and ſuch maſculine Demon- 
ſtrations, as that I never met with his equal, m—_—_— Brad. 
wardine and Ariminenſis. This Juſtice I conceive my ſelf nnder an 
eſfential obligation to do him, to wipe off thoſe undeſerved cla. 
mors and aſperſions which Strang and another Divine of note 

us, have loaded him with. His own Sentiments in the 
defenſe of our Hypotheſis are laid down in his excellent Difpn- 
tations de Aux. l. 3. Diſput. 24. where he doth witha great deal 
of moderation and yet invincible force of argument demonſtrate, 
That God doth by a previow motion, truely and efficiently, or actord- 
«us tothe mede of a phyſreal cauſe, premove free-wil to the alt of ſin, 
4 it 15 an Aft or Being... His Arguments for the demonſtration of 
this Theſis are weighty and invincible, namely from the Parti- 
Gapation, Limitation, and Dependence of every Second canſe, &c. 


Of which hereafter, c. 5; Laſtly, that the Scholettten generally, 


deſides ſuch as are Pelegzar, aſſert divine Predetermination to the 


matxrial entitie of Sin, fee Twifſe, Vind, Grat, t. 2. Digreſf. 2. 
I now. 


Book III. 
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Chap. 4. The DoG@rine of Jankenins concordant, &c. 


I now paſſe on to Fanſems and his Sectators, who are brought The Dodtrine of 


upon the Theatre by our Adverſariesas Patrons of their Anti- 
theſis : but this is ſo great a miſtake in mater of fa(t, that 1 can- 
not but admire any learned man ſhould take refuge under it. 
Yet thus Strange |. 2. c. 14. p. 318, brings in Janſen oppoſing 
Auguſtin both to the Dominicans and Jeſuites as to the point of 


Predetermination, The like is urged by a Reverend Divine of C.T. p. z. 
repute among us. But this miſtake is roo obvious and great to f- 93+ 


take place among diligent and impartial Inquirers : For (1) lt's 
evident, that Fanſenius rejetted the terme Predetermination as 
maintained by the Domimcans, not the thing it ſelf as aſſerted 
by Azguſtin: Thus in his Avgaſt. Tom. 3. 1. 2. c. 22. pag. 77, &c. 
he proves, © That there is no manner of ſpeech among the Schole- 
© men ſo efficacious and pregnant to expreſſe Predetermination 
© by, but Aug«/ti: uſeth the ſame to illuſtrate Gods efficacions 
*concurſe. And Tom. 3. L. 8. c. 1. p. 343. he acknowledgeth, 
<*That thoſe learned men the Dominicans have reached the Mar- 
row of Divine Adjutorie, and thence the true opinion of Au- 
@onſtin. Again, cap. 3. p. 346. he ſaith expreſſely, that herein Me- 
dicinal Adjutorie agrees with phyſic Predetermination, that the 


* may be termed by that name taken not only in the abſtratt, but alſo 
in the concrete. hence in the ſame Chapter he uſeth the v 
terme of phyſic Predetermination to expreſle efficacious Concurſe 
by, albeit not in the ſame manner as it is uſed by the Scholemen, 
So that it's evident, he was not averſe from the thing, albeit he 
but ſeldome uſed the terme to avoid the cavils of Scholaſtic 
Theologues, as alſo to confine himſelt to the termes uſed by Au. 
Hoff. (2) That reveregd Divine among us, who makes uſe 

Fanſenixr's name againlt phyſic Predetermination, doth yet 
grant, that Fanſemzs held, the exiſtence of ſin to be neceſſary as 4 
Punt . Wherein be oppoſeth Fanſemns, and alſo Auguſtin, 
who held, that fin 4s a puniſhment, was willed and canſed by God, as 
before. (3) Janſenins Auguſt. de Statu Nat. Lap. 1. 4. C. 21. p. 
264.. aſſures us, That men m their lapſed ſtate, before Faith be m- 
troduced, are nader the captiovtie of luſt, and can do nothin a nc 
which captivitie is the ſame with that foreſaid neceſſitie and co 


office of phyſically þ thr na the wil doth truely belong unto tt, and 
(4 


on, 


whereby fins committed by unbelievers are ſaid to be neceſſary, and 

therefore have no power to abftain from ſm. And Tom. 3. de 

Gra, Chrifts, 1. »0, be ſtoutly maintains theſe following aſſerti- 
R 2 


ONS 


the anſenifs 


ſentarnents. 


The Janſenifts fentimentr., - BookIl. 
ons about Reprobation , which clearly evince Gods efficacious 
predeterminative concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. [1] He 
proves, cap. 2. pag.420. That Gods negative R probation 4s, alſo pe- 
ſfttive. [2] He demonſtrates, cap. 4. pag. 423. "That the cauſe of 
Reprobation , according to its comparatvve conſideration, 1s the abſolute 
wil of God, This is owned by reverend Mr. Baxter, ( athol. Theol, 
part. 3. Seft. 7. 6.22. pag. 93. in theſe words: [[Janſenas's Do- 
ctrine is that? the nts of men was by Gods poſitrve abſolute 
wil, of men in original ſin, and the effett of it excecation and obdura- 
tion, This being his proper opinion , it neceſſarily follows, that 
he aſſerted Gods predeterminative concurſe to the entitative a(t 
of ſin: for, as it is granted by Srrangines, and others, cfficacious 
predetermination always follows as a neceſſary conſequent of ab. 
ſolute predefinition : it God abſolutely decrees to leave men to 
{n, it neceſſarily follows , that he efficaciouſly determine men to 
the entitative aCt of ſin. - [3] He goes. higher than moſt of our 
Dtvines dare do in this point, in aſſerting, cap. 5. pag. 424.- That 
damnation, excecation, obduxation are the fer of Reprobation. But 
_ cap. 7. pag. 427, he anſwers the objection of ſuch , that argue 

ence, That Godlies in wait to deſtroy ſuch as are reprobated ;, all 
Ting Us., that the ſmner only is the culpable criminal cauſe of his own 
damnation. And cap. 10. pag. 433. he demonſtrates, That Repro- 
bates are not created wito damnation , i.e. damnation as ſuch is not 
the end of their creation : which ſufficiently vindicates the holy 
God from being the cauſe of their ſin or damnation. 

As for the Janſeniſts, that they are of the ſame perſuaſion with 
the Dominicans as touching our Hypotheſis, is evident from their 
conceſſions to the Jeſuites in their Treatie begun Febr. 18. 1663; 
mentioned in the Refutation of Pere Ferrier, Chap.6. alſo Idea of 
Fanſeniſme, pag. 82. The ſum was this: The Biſhop of (omenze, 
a friend of the Janſeniſts, propoſed this as an expedient to recon 
cile the two Parties, That the Fanſeniſts declare , that they had n 
other ſentiment about this mater, but what was taught by the Thomiſts. 
And becauſe ſome of the Thomilſts flie higher than others , the 
Jeſuites demanded , That the Fanſenifts ſhould reduce themſelves ta 
the forme of ſpeech uſed by Alvarez. So that it ſeems the Janſenilts 
in the point of efficacious Concurſe are looked on by the Jefuites 
(as. indeed they are) as thoſe that went beyond the very Do- 
minicans. The Janſeniſts replied , © That the doctrine of Fanſe- 
*2#x5. was not diflerent from: that of the Thomiſts , albeit .it was 

c not. 
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© not his deſigne to render himſelf conforme to them, but to Au- 
gftin. And the trug reaſon why the Janſeniſts do not maintain 
greater correſpondence with the Dominicans, is, not their diffe- 
rence in doQtrine, but becauſe many of the Dominicans have by a 
Spirit of Cabal, or .of Faction joined with the Jeſuites. 

Laſtly, that our Hypothelis, touching Gods efficacious Concurſe to The Roman Ca- 
al altions, even to ſuch as have ſin —_ to them, was generally techiſme. 
owned , not only by ſingle Sects or Parties, but by the generalitic 
of the Roman Church , before the riſe of the Jeſuites, is evident 
from the Doctrine of the Roman Catechiſme , publiſhed by the 
command of the Council of Trent ; where in the explication of Non folim De- 
the Apoſtles Creed, about the end of the firſt Article, par. 1. cap.2. 5 univerſa que 
$. 20. pag. 23. (edit. 1619.) we find this great teſtimonie to con- cry yn 
firme our Hypotheſis : God doth not only preſerve and adminiſtrate aq, admini- 
althings that are by his providence , but alſo doth by an intime virtue, ſtrat, verdm e- 
impel thoſe things that are moved and do att any thing , to motion and am quz mo- 
ation ; ſo that albeit he doth not impede the efficience of ſecond cauſes, Jeng & —_ 
yet he prevents them, in as much as his moſt ſecret force reacheth unto « + = png 
althings;, and as the Wiſe-man teſtifies, Wild. 8. 1. He reach«th from tum atq; a&io- 
one end to another nxghtily, and ſweetly doth» order althings. Wherefore nem ita impel- 
it is ſaid by the Apoſtle, ACt. 17.21. For in him we live , and move, \'* ut quamvis 
and have our being; What could have been ſaid more clearly and Cn. 
fully for the aſſerting a predetermiuative Concurſe to al actions etjam nonim- 
and -motions of the creature, even ſuch as have ſin annexcd to pediat, przve- 
them? And by whom is this Doctrine taught ? By the Council of niattamen,cam 
Trent , which is the ſtandard and meaſure of the Roman Fait/1, ©5 occulniſi- 
and no great friend tothe DoCtrine of Chriſt.. Is it not ſtrange parry _ 
then, that Reformed Divines, yea ſuch as would be accounted | ray ” 
Calviniſts, cannot allow the efficacious Concurſe of God ſo much 44. 17. 
as Trent-Papilts allow ? 

$. 3. We have ſeen how far the Latin Fathers and thoſe who li- The ſentimmits of 
yed inCommunion with the Roman Church have openly eſpouſed Xformes Di- 
our Hypotheſis ; et us now deſcend to Reformed Theologues,and © 
examine what their ſentiments have been hereof. And here indeed 
we have anample fteld to exſpatiate in, albeit our Adverſaries 
the new Methodiſts would confine us to a ſmal number of Adhe- 
rents. We ſhal begin with Zohn Wiclef, our firſt Engliſh Apoſtolic wicte. . 
Reformer, who icllowing Br&twaraine his College in this, as in 
many other points about Grace, aſſerted , That as God neceſſitates 
the ſuturitions of inſtants, ſo alſs he neceſſitates al the events which in 


thoſe . 


The ſentiments of Reformed Divines. BookIll, 


thoſe mſtants are futures, Art. Conſtant. damnat. 278. Again, he 
held, That God neceſſitates al ative creatures to each of their als, 
as Walden, tom. 1. cap. 21. pag. 35. & cap. 23. pag. 37. allo Wideford, 
p42. 240, 248. Again he allerted, That ro whatever Gods permeſ- 
ſton reached, to that alſo his attual volition reached ; as Walden, tom, 1, 

pag. 39. which clearly demonſtrates our Hypethelſis. 
But we paſſe on to John Calvin, whom ſome new Methodiſts, 
particularly Srrangius , would force into their Campe. Thus 
Strang. pag. 384, 5 54. where he endeavors to take off ( alvin from 
our Partie : but he that looks into Calvin: Inſtitutions, /. 1. c. 18, 
wil find our aſſertion not only nakedly owned, but fully explica- 
ted and demonſtrated, and that by a multitude of ſcriptural in- 
Tnterdam bong ſtances. Particularly he proves, (1) That God wils the exiſtence 
voluttate ho- of mens ſins ;, ſo that things repugnant to Gods wil of precept, are yet 
minem velle a- broxoht aboxt by his efficacious wil of Decree and Providen e. (2) That 
— a >. ue Gods permuſſion of ſin is not otioſe, but attrue and energetic. (3) That 
Rurſus fleri pol Gods providence moderates and orders the fins of men. And he con- 
ſe, ut idem ve. cludes the Chapter with' this ſeaſonable caution : © As for thoſe 
lit homo vo- © to whom this Doctrine of Gods judicial induration may ſtem 
lumate mala, © rigid, let them but a little think , how tolerable their moroſitie 
quod Deus vule « 1.4 be, who reject a thing atteſted by ſuch clear teſtimonies of 


-— _ '# ©Scripture , becauſe it excedes their capacitie , and count it a 
* critne to bring to light things, which if God did not know to be 
© profitable fot onr knowlege, he would never have reveled them 
© by his Prophets and Apoſtles. So in other parts of his Works, 
as Reſp. contra Pightum , de Libr. Arbitr. pay: 225. alſo Trattar. de 

an 


ortalta Dei providentia, he clearly aſſerts and demonſtrates our Hy. 
potheſis. This is wel taken notice of by judicious Davenant , in 
his Animadverſions 0n Gods love, &c.p.3 22. © It is, ſaith he, Calvin 
Opinion, de occult. Dei provident. refp. ad 2. wn Ade non forts 
tam efſe , ſed octulto Dei decreto or dinarum. God foreſaw Adams 
© fal ; he had power to have hindred it, but he would not, br- 
© cauſe himſelf had decreed otherwiſe. This is the effect of Ce 
© 44735 doftrine. But as for the involving of men in fin ara dare 
© t;0n out of his only wil aud pleaſure , theſe are conſequeats falſely 
© inferted upon {afwrns Doctrine, by bumſelf diſclaimed, fv. 

How much Zainglius favored this opinion of Gods efficacious 
Concurſe to the entitative act offn, is ſufficiently evident from 
thoſe great reproches which(the Papiſts lode him with for it ; 
which he wiped of with this anfwer, © That the ſawe _ 
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Chap.4 The ſertiment? of Reformed Diviner; 129 
« which is ſinful in regard of man, is not ſo in regard of God, be- 

«cauſe he is not under the ſame Law with mat. Thus Baronixs, 

Metaphyſ. Seft. 8. Diſput. 3. $. 87. pag. 152. The third mode, ſaith 

he, & pesnliar to Zuinglius , who teacheth, that God exciting the wil 

to an evil objelt doth not ſin, becauſe God hath no Law ſet to him, but 

man bath. To which Baronius anſwers, That albeit God hath no 

Law ſet to bim by ay Superior, yet he hath a Law ſet to him by his own 

nature , not to deal injuſtly or cruelly with men, This replie, al- 

though borrowed from Belarmine, is now become commun with 

our Adverſaries, yet without the leaſt ſhadow of reaſon : for they 

do but beg the queſtion, in ſaying, That God hereby deals injuftly 

or cruelly with his creature. As for Zuinglius's proper ſentiments 

about Gods exciting and applying the wils of men to the eatits- 

tive aQts of ſin, they are fully and clearly laid down in his Book de 

Providentia Dei, cap.6. tom. 1. of his Workes, pag. 365. Seeing 4 

Law us given to man, he always ſins , when ht attes againſt the Law, 

albeit he neither be, nor live , nor operate, but in God, and from God,. 

and by God : But what God workgs by man # turned toman for ſin, but 

not int like manner to God : for man 1s under alaw, but God is free — 

Therefore one and the ſame wickgdneſſe , ſuppoſe adulteris or homicide, Umyn igitur 
u from God the Author , Motor, and Impulſor, it is a work, not a atq; idem fact- 
crime 5, but as it is from man, ſo it is a crime and wickedneſſe : for God 55, quantum 
u not bound up by law, but man is condemned by law. Thus he pro- ;: - Autho- 
cedes to ilinſtrate by many exemples , of David, &c. Thence, a py 
peg. 367. he inſtanceth in the induration of Pharaoh, &c. where- pus eft, crimen 
mnote, (1) That he cals God the Aathor, Motor, and Impulſor of non eſt ; quan- 
the aft z which muſt be anderſtood, not morally, but phyſically, *=autem ho- 
z he excites aud applies the wil to its at. (2) That he frees m9 ct» cri 
God from being the Author or moral cauſe of the ſin, becauſe he ec, Ihe ent. 
ates not againlt any law: a diſtintion which was valid in his lege non tene- 
time, albeit ſcoffed at now-a-days even by Reformed Divines, yea fur, hic aurem 
Glyiniſts. Neither was this diſtinQtion Coined by Zainghas, as lege eriara dam- 
Belarmine and others would fain perſuade, but in uſe long before _ —_—_ 
Zuinglins, by Scorus, Ariminenſic, and other ſcholaſtic Theologues, pag. 4 g 
who followed Auguſtin herein. Thus Scortas, in Sent. 2, Diſt. 37. 

Peſt. 2. ſaith, ſame attion is ſinſal in regard of the create wil, 

but nof 44 to Gods Concurſe , qiaa voluntas creata debed reftitudinem 

dHoni txibuere, Deus autem non debet, becauſe the create wil is nnder 

aeſſential obligation or law, to give reititude to the atlion, but God is. 

W, as before. 
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How deeply Beza was engaged in the defence of our Hypothe. 
ſis is ſufficiently evident by his Controverſies in this point: ag 
Traitat. Theolog. vol. 1.pag. 313, &Cc. in anſwer to the calumanieg 
of Heſhuſius about the Providence of God, he faith, (1) That ns 
event ever happens otherwiſe than God decrees : which he demon. 
ſtrates from-the Omaipotence of God, Thence he | Jeon 
(2) todemonſtrate, That albeit God wil, and know , and decree al 
things in the world, yet that he us not the Author of ſin. SO pag. 315, 
(3) He proves, That Gods permiſſion of ſin is not idle or merely ne. 
gative, This he demonſtrates, pag. 317. from the vendition of 
Toſeph;, the robbing of Feb; the raviſhing of Davids wives by 
Abſolon ; Davids numbering the people and Gods inciting his 
heart thereto z Shimei's curling of David; the defection of the 
ten Tribes from Rehoboam, &c. (4) He procedes, par. 31g. to 
the fal of Adam , which he aſlertes to be from the decree and or: 
Uination of God, &c. The ſame Controverſie he marageth a- 
gainſt Caſtellio, de eterna Dei pradeſtinatione,p.z60.where he proves, 
That Adams fal was decreed and determined by God. The like, 
pag. 401. where he proves, That God doth not compel men to ſin, 
or infuſe ſin into them, but juſtly and rightly incite their wils to the en- 
titative att which is good. This he confirmes by the induration of 
Pharaoh, and Gods making uſe of wicked inſtruments for the pu. 
niſhment of men, That Calvin and Beza did fully eſpouſe our 
Hypotheſis is evident not only by the oppoſition of Bellarmine and 
his ſeators, but alſo by that of Arminus, who objeftes the very 
ſame things againſt them, as are objected againſt us, namely, 
That God ordained that man ſhould fal and become vitioſe : by which 
opinion, ſaith he, God is made the Author of Adams fal and ' : of 
which ſee Strange, lib. 3. cap. 2. pag. 554. - And indeed al the 
Helvetian Churches to this very day continue very orthodox and 
zeloſe againſt al the Arminian Dogmes , in this as in other 
points; which ſufficiently appears by their new Articles lately 
added to their Confeſſion, ang ſigned by their Miniſters and Pro- 
feſſors, for the condemning the new method of Amyraldas, and 
others in the French Churches, 

That not only the German and Helyetian, but alſo the French 
Churches in their firſt Reformation fully maintained our Hypo- 
theſis, is moſt evident by the moſt elaborate , .acute , and demon- 
ſtrative determinations of great Chamicr, the greatelt light that 
ever France Reformed had, Calvin only excepted, who in his Par 


Chamicrs Defence of owr Hypotheſis. Book Wn 
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" Chap-4 The Teſtimonie of Lud. Crocius, _ 


at, Cathol, tom, 2. lib, 3. gives us a copioſe, diſtin, and con- 
victive deciſion of this Controverſie as then agitated by the Cal- 
viniſts and Jeſuites ; which anſwers exaCtly to our preſent Con- 
troverſie with the new Methodiſts. He titles this Book , Of the 
Author of ſin : and proves, cap. 1. That the Reformed Divines do 
not make God the Author of ſin, albeit the Jeſuites accuſe Calvin, 
Martyr, and Beza therewith. Thence, cap. 2. he layes down the 
opinion of the Reformed Divines, namely , That al attions both 
ſinful and good are to be referred to the aftuoſe providence of Ged. 
Which he demonſtrates by Shime:'s curſing David, Abſoloms inceſt, 
&c. Whence, cap. 3. he paſſeth on to the Papiſts opinion touch- 
ing the Providence of God about ſin, which they make to be on- 
ly by Seculative, idle permiſſion, as ſome new Methodiſts, Cap. 4. he 
procedes to prove, That God wi!s the exiſtence of ſin. Wherein 
he anſwers Bellarmines ObjeCtions againſt (alvin and Beza as to 
this point. Cap. 5. he paſleth on to the ſecond Argument of the 
Calviniſts, namely, That men are in their ſinful afts the inſtruments 
of God. Thence, cap. 6. he deſcends to their third Argument, 

om Gods excecation and induration of mens hearts : wherein he di- 
{tintly opens the Scriptures about induration. Whence, cap. 7. 
he comes to their fourth Argument, from Gods energie in ſinful 
«ft; which he demonſtcates both rationally and {cripturally. 
And thence, cap. 8. he gives us e£7uftins opinion conſonant to 
Calvins herein. Whence in the following Chapters, 9,10, 11,12. 
he anſwers the ObjeCtions and Arguments of the Papiſts, where- 
by they endeavor to prove, That the Calviniſts make God the Au- 
thor of fin : which imputations are ſtil faſtened on us by the Ar- 
minians and new Methodiſts. 

We may adde hereto the ſentiments of Luovicus Crocixs , Pro. The T:himonis of 
feſſor at Breme, and a Member of the Synod of Dorr, who in many Lud. Crocius, 
points, ſpecially that of midfle Science and univerſal Grace , fol- 
lows the new method, yet in this of Gods concarſe to the ſubſtrate 
mater of ſin, ſeems orthodox and concurrent to Calvins Doctrine, 

So in his Duodecas Diſſertat. Exegetic. De voluntate Dei, Diſſert. | 

8. theſ. 74. pag.415. where he tels us, © That the fundamen of -— _ 
(clearing God from being the Author of ſin is the diſtinftion of yea hare .C{eil. 
(the material and formal part of ſin, namely of the ait:on and the malitiamJDeus 
©otioſitie , which is in the aCtion : for char, not rh:s, he wits and vule ac decer- 
© decrees ; and this, not that, he permits. And his reaſon is in- Pt+ banc, non 
vincible ; © for otherwiſe there Gould be an action independent "> PF 

© as 
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The Syned of Dort. The Church of England. Book” 

© as to God, and the efficacious providence of God ſhenld be de 
©nied, which is Epicurean.. And then, thef. gg. pag. 426. he tels 
us, © That as to the af of the Divine wil about fin, the Scriptures, 
© ſeem to-contradict themfelves, in that fome Scriptures afſure ug, 
© that God doth not wil ſin, but hate it , with theſe that commnt it", as 
*Pſal.5. 5,6, 7. Zach. 8. 17. and yet other Scriptures lay, that 
6 God wils, creates, and effetts ſins, as Eſa.q45. 7. Lam. 3. 37, 38. 
* Amos 3.6. Then he ſolves theſe ſeeming contradictions, by diſtin. 
*oviſhing between the a7 and the vitioſitre of the act: alſo be. 
© tween the act as it procedes from God, and as from the Creature : 
©laſtly between zhe decreeing wil of God, and «the preceptroe ns 
©God.. Whence he concludes, the/. 100. thus :. * For God bot 
*wils and produceth the aCt, as an act, of it ſelf indifferent to mo- 
Gral bonitic-and evil, cc, And he addes, theſ. 101, © That this. 
alt in itſelf eflentially good , even as it is contaminated by the 
creature, God wils it asa puniſhment, and uſeth it as an ordain- 
ed convenient means for the beſt ends.. The like the. 1 12. p.430. 
where he ſhews, how God wilt ſin, not as fin, but as a men, 
&c. of which more fully hereafter , Chap. 5. $. 5; Theſe ſenti- 
ments of Lud. Crocs | rather chuſe tocite, becauſe he, in other 
points, follows the new method , and is cried up by ſome of that 


ne. 

" for the -  —y the Synod of Dort touching our Hy. 

potheſis , it is ſufficiently evident by their Determinations , as 
alſo by the oppoſitions the Arminians made againſt them in this. 
point, both whiles- they fate, and afterwards. F am not igne- 

rant; that ſome of our Adverfaries are fo confident as to cite the 

Synods teſtimonie in favor of their Antitheſis; but this is fo falſe 

an imputation, as that I judge no intelligent rmpartial Reader can 

give credit to it.. There needs no more to evince the Synods: 
CONCurrence with ns in this point , than their ſtout Uefence of ah- 

ſolute Reprobation ;, of which ſee Davenants Animadverſions on Gods 

tove, Pag. 242. 

We might adde almoſt an infinitude of Teſtimonies from Re- 

formed Divines, Churches, and Synods-for the confirmation of 
our Hypotheſis: but in whatremains we ſhal confine our ſelves to 

the Doctrine and Teſtimonie of the Church of England, and thofe 

renowned Profeſſors of Theologie who have maintained and vin- 

dicated our Hypothefis,, The Church of Engkhandas to: Doctrine 

imbibed-/,, even in her firſt Reformation , the mm" of 
Calvin 


Chap. 4. The Church of England | 123 
Cdviz and the Reformed Churches in France, Holland, Helvetia, 
and Germanie z albeit as to Diſcipline ſhe ſtyck unto Epiſcopal 
Juriſdiction. This is evident by tbat noble deſigne of Craumer 
ane 6x7 £rſt Reformers , to reduce the Doctrine of al the Refor. 


© 7 oe 


med Churches unt6 one Conewan, 1 ſhal here onlv cul out a 
few Teſtimonies of ſome great Profeſſors of Theologie both in 
Oxford and Cambridge , who were of an Epiſcopal Judgement as 
to Diſcipline, yet ſtout Champions for our Hypotheſis. 

We ſhal begin with Davenert, a great Maſter of Reaſon , and p,,,yum, 
one that went as far as he could, and I think, as far as any ought, 
ro in compliance with thoſe of the New Method ; yet he {til aſſert- 
C ed, and with great ſtrength of reaſon defended abſolute Reproba- 
G& tron and Gods predeterminative concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. 
4 Thus in his Determinations, when Profeſſor of Theologie at Cam- 
be bridge, Queſt. 22. * In evil acts, faith he, God hath decreed to 
an * permit the event, to concur with the Agent as an univerſal Mo- 
0. * tor, and laſtly to order the event itſelf according to that of Hugo, 
ty * de ſacy. fid. lib. 1. cap.13. God wils that ſin be , and yet he wils not 
_ fin, i, e.*with a wil of approbation. So Queſt. 25. pag. 118. he 
a grants, That Gods decree to permit ſin ts efficaciow, ſo as to extrat 
at ood ont of it. But he ſpeakes more fully for the defenſe of our 

ypotheſis, in his  Arimadverſions on Gods love to mankind, pag.72. 
* But thoſe who derive the evil actions of men from their own 
* free wil as the proper efficient cauſe, and the exiſting or coming 
* of ſuch ations 57 eventum a Decreto Des permittente & ordinante, 
*are in noerroratal. But if any ſhal go about to ſet mans wil 
at ibertie , and to tie up ſhort the decreeing and determini 
* wil of God, as if this had not the determining ſtroke amon 
* al poſlible evil aCtions or events, which ſhal infallibly be, and 
* which ſhal infallibly not be , he may avoid the ſuſpicion of Stoi- 
* caſme and Mamcheiſme , but be wil hardly avoid the ſuſpicion of 
* Atheiſme. For the greater number of mens actions being wick- 
'edand evil, if t come into a(t without Gods determinate 
* counſel and decree, human affaires are more over-ruled by mans 
* wil, than by Gods. What could be ſaid more acutely and di- 
ſtin&tly for the demonſtration of our Hypotheſis ? He here al- 
ſertes, (1) That the exiſtence of evil attions 15 from Gods decree per- 
mitting and ordering of them. (2) That Gods decreeing wil doth 
determine [or predetermine”] al poſſible evil attions or events, which 
ſhat-infallibly be. And door nced we allert more than this? And 
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to the 22trmt Fort 108 A ME: ſfetie of compulſion as to the manner of alting, 
And elſewhere he frequently inculcates, That let Repr rn « 
abſolute or conditional, it leaves the ſame poſſibilitie and the ſame hiber. 
tte to the Agent. SO pag. 333, 340, 341, 351, 360. Yea, he proves, 
That the Arminians muſt, and do grant stmmntable abſolute decrees, 
which admit the ſame objettions and diffienltics , as thoſe of the Antiar- 
minians, SO pag. 354, 400, 418, 419. Laſtly he proves, That 
infallible preſcience granted by the Arminians infers as much a neceſſitie 
on the wil, as abſolute Reprobation, aſſerted by the Calviniſts.. So p 418, 
4.19, 442, 462. wk 
Davenant was ſucceeded by Samuel Ward, Doctor of Divinitie, 
and Margaret Profeſſor of Cambridge ;, a perſon of great natural 
acumen, and deep inſight into the main points in Controverſie 
between us and the Papilſts, as it appears by his acute and learned 
Determinations and Prelettions publiſhed by Dr. Seh Ward. 
With what clear lights and heats he defended our Hypotheſis is 
fully manifeſt by his 24. Determination, pag.. 1 1 5. where he ſtout- 
Iy demonſtrates - Theſis, That "y concur ſe of, God _ nat. take 
away from things their proper moe of operation ;, according go. that 
TS (though in 8 apocryphous Book) Wed. 8. 1. Wiſdome 
5, e, the wiſe Providence of God? reacheth from one end to the other 
mightily, and yet orders althings ſweetly. He firlt ſtates the Con- 
troverſie, ſhewing how the Remonſtrants fal in with the Jeſuites, 
Bellarmine, Molina, Leſfis, &c. in aſſerting only a ſimultaneow im- 
mediate concurſe of God with the ſecond cauſe upon its attion and ffeft, 
yet ſo, that al the modification and determination of the att , ſpecially, m 
free ations, be from the ſecond cauſe, as pag. 116. Contrary whereto 
he aſſertes, (1) That the concurſe of God with ſecond cauſes , even 
ſuch as are free, 1s an antecedaneous influxe upon the very ſecond cauſe: 
themſelves, moving and applying them to therr work, This he demon- 
{ſtrates both by Scripture and Reaſon. The Scriptures he cites are 
Eſa. 26. 12. 1 (or. 12: 5,6. Eph. 1.11. Rom. 11, 36. His Rea- 
fons are cogent, namely from Gods prime cauſalitie., the inſtrumental 
concurſe of al fecond cauſes, the dependence of the human wil, &C._ (2) 
He aſſertes;, pas. 117: That this previous concurſe of God the firſt 
rauſe doth, atcording to-its mode, modifie and determine al the altions 
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Chap. , The Church of England. 

of the ſecond cauſes. This, which is fully coincident with our Hy- 
pothelſis, oy demonſtrates, *[1) becauſe the Divine wil 
' determines itſelf for the produCtion of every the moſt ſpecial 
' and ſingular effect ; therefore it is not determinable by any in- 
' ferior cauſe, as the influence of the Sun is. [2J] Becauſe as mans 
' free wil determines althings fubject toit, fo much more effica- 
*cioully doth the Divine wil determine al create things ſubject 
*roit. [3] Hedemonſtrates the ſame from the ſupreme Perſe. 
* tion of Divine Providence, whereunto it belongs determina- 
*tively - to wil and predefine al and ſingular things which are 
»done in time, and to deſtine the ſame to thoſe ends intended by 
"itſelf, as alſo to move and applie al ſecond cauſes to. their deter- 
>minate effefts. [4] Becauſe otherwiſe the concurſe and deter- 
' mination of free-wil ſhould be exemted from: the modification 
' of Divine Providence ; and ſo God ſhould not have a Provi- 

' dence over althings.in-particular, but only in commun:. for, as 
Thomas, pag. 1. 4.22, teacheth , The Divine providence extendes 
' on'y to thoſe things, unto which the Divine cauſalitie extendes : where- 
*fore if God doth not determine the concurſe of. free-wil, he wil 

*not have a providence, but only a preſcience thereof in particu- 

'lar, as pag..118, Thence (3) he aſlertes and demonſtrates, That 

this antecedaneous concurſe of God on ſecond cauſes modifying theiv 

ations, taker not away from them their py mode of operating. This 

he addes to clear up the conciliation of efficacious predetermina- 

tive concurſe with human libertie, and he doth it with a marvel- 

lous dexteritie and ſagacitie, withal ſhewing, that the Moliniſts. 
and Remonſtrants, with Cicero., make mn ſacrilegious, whiles they 

endeavor to make him free. And Determinat. 26, pag. 132, touch- 

ingabſolute Reprobation he ſaith, that it is the antecedent., but 

not the cauſe of mens-ſin. Eaftly, what his ſentiments were touch- 

ing efficacious predeterminative concurſe, is to be ſeen in his moſt 

cute Clernm, de Gratia diſcriminante. 

From Cambridge we might paſle on. to-Oxford , and without 
much difficultie demonſtrate , that al the principal Profeſſors of 
Theologie ever ſince the Reformation have chearfully. eſpouſed 
and ſtrongly defended our Hypotheſis againſt the Jeſuites and Re- 
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monſtrants. Our learned and famoſe George Abbot, in his Queſtio. Gorge Abboe... 


wes ſex, Preleft. &c. cap.6. diſcuſſeth this very Queſtion, «<4 
Deus fit Author peccats, Whether God be the Author of ſm? And 


p42. 207. he gives us this diſtinct deciſion of the whole: 4. 7x 
the. 
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*Dr. Hol land, 
Prideaux, 
Barlow. 


Such as denie 
Gods Concurſe 
to the ſubſtrate 


mater of fon. 


: the very attions, which on mans part are Vtioſe, the abuine : 


- 


Ench as depte Gods Contnrſe, &:c.  Boc 


plainly ſhines forth ;, but ſo that God be the motor and 5 
Cmarque that terme which notes the higheſt Predetermination} 
of the attion and works ;, but not of the obliquitie or curvitie in alting : 
For God excites ['i. e. predetermines 7 the ſprrits of wicked mex «9 
attemt ſome things, &c. And he cites for it that great Effate of 
Anguſtin, de Pradeft. Sanctor, Quod mals peccant rpſorum eſt ; quod 
vero peccando hoc vel illud agunt, ex virtute Dei tenebr as, prout ws 
ſum eſt, dividentis, &, What the Sentiments of pious and leary- 
ed Dr. Holland, Regins Profeflor of Divinitic, and Dr. Pride 
aux his Succeſſor, were, is ſufficiently evident by their warm zele 
againſt the Arminians. As for Dr. Barlow late Margaret Profeſice, 
he has ſufficiently declared his aſſent and conſent to our Hypg 
theſis, in his Exercitatio 2% de Malo, (oncluſ. 7. Rat. 3. where 
he proves, That it #5 impoſſible there ſhould be any finite create En 
titie which 1s not from God the Author of al Entitie, And to con- 
clude this Head, it is very evident, that not only the Profeſſors 
of Theologie, but alſo the Biſhops and Convocation, together 
with King Fames, were greatly oppoſite to Arminianiſme, and fy 
friends to our Hypotheſis : Yea in Biſhop ZLaud's time, when 
Arminianiſme began to flouriſh, there were but five Arminian 
Biſhops, Land, Neale, Buckeridge, Corbet, Howſon, and Montagu, 
who eſpouſed that Intereſt, as Dr. Heylin, in the Life of Biſhy 
Laud aſſures us. By al which it appears moſt evident, that not 
only Rutherford, Twiſſe, and Dommuicans, but the main bodie of 
Antipelagian and Reformed Divines have given their ful aſſent 
and conſent to our Hypotheſis, for God's predeterminatove Cot 

curſe to the ſubſtrate mater of Sin. 
$.4. Having examined the Teſtimonies of ancient and later 
Theologues that concur wirh us, let us now a little inquire into the 
origine of the Antitheſis, and who they are by whom it has been 
defended. The Antitheſis to our Theſis, namely, That God con 
cus not to the ſubſtrate mater of Sin, 1s -_ aſcribed to D 
, who denied Gods itt, 
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| Chapis- Durandus ageinf? Gods immediate Concus , 37. 


And the reaſon why this Antithefis is fathered on the Manichees 
is this, becanfe whoever denies God to be the cauſe of the ſab- 
ftrate mater or entitative act whereto fin is annexed,. muſt hold, 
That there i fome reat poſitive entitie m fir whereof God is not the 
cauſe : whence by conlequence ſuch muſt aſſert, That there are 
nwe_ firſt Canſes, one of Good, and the other of Evil;, which was the 
error of Marcion and Hanes, who held, there were two firſt 
Principes, the one durdyater, the ſupreme good, who was the cauſe 
of at good ;, the other durizaxey, the ſupreme evil God, who was the 
cauſe of «t evil. And certainly, they that maintain ſinto be ac- 
cording to its formal reaſon ſomething poſitive or real,. or that 
Gad is not the canſe of the ſubftrate mater of fin, wit neceſſarily 
fal into the fentiments of Afarcion and Manes. Again, —— 
mu, Epiſt. ad Creſiphontem , makes this Antitheſis of Durandws Dicebar [Pete- 
to be the Doctrine of Pelagius, who, ſaith he, held,. Fhat Gad gius] Deum, 
having once conferred free-wil, it ts not neceſſary that he further ope- ©llato ſemel 
rate with us : and he fpeaks of natural operations, as-of the mo- © 
tion of the hand, &c. which was Dwrandus's opinion, Thougi 1 ,1 a: 
cannot but confeſſe, Fanſenins, Auguſt. Tom. 1.1. 5. c. 20. p. 119. non eſſe neceſs- 
tels us, the Pelagians granted, That God concurs to al the opera- farium. Hit- 
tions of the Wil. But the Conciliation of theſe two oppoſite Teſti. 799m 44 Cre- 
monies-is not difficult, in that the Pelagians granted Gods con- [phe 

eurſe to al operations in termes, but denied it. in effet and con- 

ſequences, as our Adverfaries now-a-days. Compton Carleton, in 

his Phzloſoph. Univerſ. Diſput. 28. Seft. 1. F. 3. aſſuresus, that the 

opinion of Durand was aſſerted and defended before him, by 

Nicolaus Bonetus, lib. 7. Theol. c. 7. and it is not improbable but 

it was alſo by fome others. 

But yet it cannot be denied,. but that the principal Author of Durandus' z-- 
this: Antithefis was Dwurand:s; whence among the Scholaſtic £4#n{t Gods im-- 
—_ it receives the Denomination of Darandifſme, which "" - Cotte" 
they cal a raſh, erroneous, dangerons error, little better than © 
Arianiſme. Bellarm. [. 4. de Grat. & lib. Arb Aaith, it is repug- 
nant to the Scriptures, Teſtimonies of the Fathers, and mamfeſt 
Reaſon: Suarez: Metaph. Diſput. 22. Sect. 1. n. 7. faith, It is ey- 
rozeaus #12 Faith : & de (oncurſu, [. r. he alſertes, That the opinion 
of Durand 1s not only reprehended, but atfo rejefted by al approved 
Theologues, as an error in Faith. Is it not {trange then, that Re- 
formed Divines, yea ſome of great vogne for Pictie and Learn- 
ing ſhould efpouſe an. error ſo grofle, and ſo much —_ by 

apiſts; 


233 Durandus eg4inft Cods immediate Concurſe.” Book IIL 
Papiſts themſelves ? But to give a couviCtive demonſtration, that 
thoſe who denie Gods Efficacious Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater 
of ſin really. fal under the Imputation of Darandiſme , we are firſ 
to examine what Dwrandws's opinion as to Gods Concurle is, and 
then who they are who may be reputed his SeCtators. 

Durandus propoſeth his opinion, 5 ſentent. 1. 2. Diſt. 1, ©. , 
in theſe words, Utrum Deus agat immediate in omni attione Crea. 
ture, Whether God afts immediately in every attion of the (reature? 
-which he denies; and the principal reaſons of his negation are 
theſe: (1) Becauſe then God ſbould be the author of Sin. (2) Be 
canſe ſuch an tmmediate Concurſe —_ buman lbertie, in that it 
determines the wil,and ſo puts an end to its Indifference : of which 
ſee Strangius, p. 142. So that indeed the very ſame arguments, 
which were uſed by Dwrandus againſt immediate Concurſe, are 
noſed by our Adyerſaries the New Methodiſts againſt predetermi. 
native Concurſe as to the ſubſtrate mater of Sin. And albeit 
the moſt of them profeſſe a great diſpleaſure againſt the Hypo. 
theſis of Durandss, yet, I mult freely declare my mind, I cannot 
conceive how they can, without apparent contradiftion, defend 
their own, but by eſpouſing that of Durandxs, which a reverend 
Divine of great name among us profeſſedly doth ; And that the 
moſt of our Adyerſaries, even among the New Methodiſts, who 
in profeſſion diſown it, fal under the imputation of Darandsſme, 
we ſhal anon make evident, when we come to treat of their par. 
ticular ſentiments: at preſent take theſe Crirer;a or diſtinfiye 
notes of Durandiſme. (1) Al ſuch as aſſert a Divine Concurſe 

- the principe or ſubjeft only, and not immediate unto the Aft, fal un 
der the imputation of Durandiſme. This is wel obſerved by 
Strangius, |. 1. c. 10.p. 57. where he tels us, That thoſe who allow 
only a (oncwurſe to the f: cond Cauſe, moving it to att, without a conti- 
med concurſe to the attion, fal into the error of Durandus. Herein | 
Durandas is followed by Aureolus, a profeſſed abettor of Dy | 
randiſme. Thus alſo aldus, and a Divine of name among 
our ſelves. (2) Al thoſe who hold only a general immediate con- 
curſe to the aft, ſuch as is determinable by the mater it workes on, « i * 
the Influence of the Sun ts by its mater, are deſervedly branded with | + 
the black note of Durandyſme. Thus Baronius, together with the 
Remonſtrants and Moliniſts. (3) Al fuch as denie every real + 
Being or Entitie to be from God by an immediate efficience, juſtly fal 4 


under the marque of Durandiſme. Thus Camero,and our _— { 
ies] * 
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Chap. 4. The Jeſuiter and Moliniſts. 

faries generally, who denie that God doth efficacioufly concur 
to the ſubſtrate mater of As intrinſecally evil. (4) Al thoſe 
who affirme, That it implies no contr adittion for God to make a 
creature which ſhal att without immediate concurſe, muſt neceſſarily 
ſymboliſe with Dwrandze. This is acknowledged by Baronins, 
eMetaph. Sett, 8. Diſp. 3.5. 61.p. 131. where he brings in this 
as the Second argument for Durandus, That God can groe to the 
creature a power to att without his concarſe, ſithat this srvolves na 
contradifttion. To which he anſwers wel, inthe Negative, that 
for God to make ſuch creatures as ſhould not depend on him 
in operation as wel as in eſſence, involves a flat contradiction, 
becauſe dependence in Eſſence and Operation is effential to 
the creature. This piece of Durandiſme Strangins and others 
ſeem chargeable with, as hereafter, in our account of Strax- 


£015. 
But we deſcend to the particular Sefts, who oppoſe our The- 7 


ſis, with endeavors to evince how far they fal in with the Hy. Melinis. 


potheſis of Durandus. And we ſhal begin with the Zeſuwites, who 
now generally paſſe under the name of «Holimſts, from Ludov. 
Molina their chief Captain, who in his Concordia Lib. Arbity. 
cum Gratie dons, &c. Quezlt. 14. Diſp. 26. aſſertes, (1) That 
Gods immediate concurſe terminates not -on the human wil by | 

it to att, b;t only on the att it ſelf and effett. Whence, (2) That 
this Concurſe is not antecedent or previous as tothe aft, but only (+ 
mult aneous ; i. e. That God itmmedzate'y concurs together with t 

wil to the ſame att, and conſerves the ſame. Thence, (3) That 
this immediate concurſe of God 1s not predeterminative, at leaſt as to 
human atts , but only indifferent and determinable, like that of the 
Sun, Whence, (4) That as to the ſubſtrate mater of Sin, immeds- 
ate Concurſe doth no way determine the wil, or applie it to its alt, but 
only influence the att in a general indifferent manner, ſo-as the wil ſtil 
retains #ts snnate indifference , and lowbertic of alling or not atting. 
Such are the Sentiments of the Moliniſts or Jefuites, wherein they 


are greatly oppoſed both by Dominicans and Janſeniſts : Thus 
Fanſe 


nius, Auguſt. Tom.2. lb.6. ſingul. c. 14. p. 58. where he proves, 
That this ſimultaneous (oncurſe confers no forces or aide to ſecond 


Agents, but only accommodates it ſelf to the forces of the create pow- 


er, &c, which ſufficiently demonſtrates the identitie of this opt 
nion with Durandiſme, albeit the avouchers of it oppoſe Duran 
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Lud. 3 Dola 
his following 
Durandus. 


conſent to this Hypotheſis of Duranaw, it being the only refuge 
to 


Lud. 3 Dola his folowing Durandus. Book IN. 


But of Jate there ſtarted up Ludovicus 4 Dola, a Capucine 
Friar, yet learned and acute, who eſpouſed the Hypotheſis of 
Durandis, as the only Medium for the reconciling thoſe two op- 
polite parties, the Dominicans and Jeſuites. His book he termes, 
A Quadripartite Diſputation, touching the mode how the ConCurſe of 
God and the (reature ſtand in conjunition for the produttion of free 
Atfts, of a natural order, ſpecially ſuch as are wicked : He bends 
his Diſputation both againſt the Predeterminants, as alſo againſt 
the Aſlertors of Middle Science. His firſt part is general, ſtating 
the controverſie between the Jeſuites, who aſſert a Mddle Sc 
ence, and the Dominicans, the Alfertors of Predetermination ; 
and withal explicating the origine of the Controverſic from the 
preſuppoſed Immediation and real Identitie of the Divine and creatural 
Concurſe. His Second Part is againſt the Jeſuites, to demonſtrate, 
That a next, immeaiate and identific concurſe of God to al atts both 
good and bad cannot be defended by the artifice of their eAMidal: 
Science. In his third part he diſputes againſt the Dominicans, 
proving, That God doth not concur with us to atts of a natural order, 
ſpecially ſuch as are wicked, by a phyſic Predetermination, and more- 
over by an identific and ſimultaneons concurſe. In his fourth and 
laſt part he ſtabliſheth and demonſtrateth, (with al the force of 
Arguments ſuch a ruinous foundation wil admit) the Hypothe. 
ſis of Durandus, That the general Concurſe of God to afts of a na- 
tural order, ſpecially ſuch as are wicked, 1s not proxime, immediate 
and identific, but remote, meazate, and really diſtintt from the att 
of thecreature. This Hypotheſis he defends as the only expedi- 
ent for the conciliation of Divine Concurſe with human Libertie, 
the vindication of Gods Sacred Majeſtie from the imputation 
of being the Author of Sin, and the putting an end to thoſe 
endleſs controverſies about Divine Concurſe. And I cannot but 
conceive my ſelf under an eſſential obligation freely to deliver 
my mind in this point, that it is impoſſible for our Adverſaries, 
the New Methodiſts, or any others, to defend their Antitheſis 


again? us from apparent contradiftions and inconſiſtences with 


it ſelf, or to free themſelves from thoſe blaſphemous Imputa- 
tions they charge upon us, unleſs they betake themſelves to this 
ſtratageme and ſubterfuge of Durandus and Lud. a Dola: and 
therefore I dono way wonder, thata Divine of great name and 
Head of that partie among us, doth openly declare his aſſent and 


Chap. 4. Arminius's Sextiment;, 141 
to preſerve him and his Adherents from ſelf. contradiftion and 
condemnation. 

' Among the Reformed Churches, the firſt Impugnators of Arminius'sSex- 
out Hypotheſis were the Remonſtrants, communly ſtiled Armi- !#m#nts. 
fnfans, from Arminins, their firſt Founder, Profeſlor of Theolo- 

Mie at Leyder, who began to diffuſe his Pelagian Infuſions about 

the year 1610, His Sentiments about Gods Concurſe to the ſub- 

ſtrate mater of ſinful aCts he layeth down Diſputar. publica, Theſ. 

7. $. 8, 9, 10. p. 193. but more fully, Theſ. g. de juſtitia & effi- 

tacia Providentie Dei in malo, p. 198. where he diſtinguiſheth 

Gods efficience about the act of ſin from that about its vitioſitie. 

This efficience of God about fin he makes to be both about the 
beginning, progreſſe and conſummation of Sin. (1) As for Gods 
eficience about the beginning of ſin he diſtinguiſheth it into 

[1] Impedition, both ſufficient and efficacious, whereby God puts 

an impediment to fin; and ['27] Permiſſion, which is contrary 

s, to Impedition, the ſuſpenſion of al impediments, which might 

r, hinder the execution of Sin, The fundamen of this Permiſſion 

e- he makes to be mans Libertie, and Gods infinite Wiſdome and 

d Power to bring good out of evil. (2) Gods Efficience about the 

ff progreſſe of Sin he placeth in Diref#ion and Determination. [1] Di- 
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E- rettion of Sin he makes to be an act of Divine Providence, 
b- whereby God doth moſt wiſely and. potently dire& fin to what 
e end he pleaſeth, paſſing on from one extreme to the other mightily, 
4 and yet diſpoſing althings ſweetly, according to that great effate of 
I- apocryphous Wiſdome, c. 8.v.1, [2] Determination he takes to 
p be an act of Divine Providence, whereby God puts meaſures to his 
n Permiſſion,and termes to ſin,that it run not into infinite,according 
ſe to the pleaſure of the creature. (3) Gods Efficience about the 
It conſummation and terme of Sin he placeth in Pwunition, and Remiſſion. 
T As for Gods Concurſe to the AF of Sin as naturally good, he doth 
$, craftily, according to his wonted mode in ſuch caſes, wave that 


is difficult point : Yet in' his Articles, De Peccati Cauſa Univerſe, P. 
h 779. he Scepticly urgeth the Arguments of our Antagoniſts, to 


a- prove, That we make God the Author of Sin. But to ſum up Ar- 
Is minius's Sentiments in this point, Albeit he placeth Gods Per- 
d miſſion about Sin in a mere ſuſpenſion of Impediments, which is 
d no way influential on the Act, yet in that he allows alſo a provi- 
d dential Dire{tion and Determination of the ACt to-its end and 
e due meaſures, we - may thence evidently demonſtrate our Hy- 
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42 The Remonſtrants and their Setators. Book I 


pothclis, that God predetermines the Wil to the entitative a& 
of Sin, of which hereafter, Chap. 5. 
The Remon- Arminius's Setators uſually itiled Remonſftrants, ( ſrom their 
(trants and Remonſtrances in the Synod of Dort ) Grevincovins, Vorſtins, Epi- 
Four Seetatorie ſropius, Corviaus, &c. who being animated by many. of the Civil 
Magiſtrates of Holland, gave themſelves the confidence , but 
thoſe poor Churches the peſte, of divulging their Pelagian Poi- 
fon ; which, by the interpofure of King Fames, (who was a 
p:ofeiſed enemie to that fattion) occaſioned the Synod of Dore, 
An. 1618, where Divines ont of England, France, .and Germanie 
reſorted, to put a period to thoſe Pelagian Dogmes. The Remon- 
ſtrants in oppoſition to that Synod, writ their Aa & Scripta 
Synodalia Dordracena, wherein they greatly impugne the Synods 
eterminations for Abſo/ute Reprobation, and Gods Providence in 
ſinful Atts, falſely charging on our Divines, (1) That they beld, 
the Reprobate were deſtined to Incredulitie, Impietie, and Sins, as the 
Means- and Cauſes of Damnation. (2) That they made God the Au- 
thor- of Sin, and the like, of which ſee Atta Synodakba, Scripta 
Remonſtrantium Dogmatica, P. 40,41. I ſhal here only adde, 
what 1s wel remarqued by Le Blanc, Conciliat Arbit. Humani, 
Thef. 32. P. 434. © That theſe Arminians and Remonſtrants di- 
©re(tly follow the Jeſuites and Moliniſts in aſſerting a general 
© ſimultaneous indifferent Concurſe, ſuch as js determinable by the 
© cooperation of the human wil. 
The Anabaptilts , Theſe Remonſtrants, from a ſpirit of Cabal, to fortifie them. 
of Germanie ſelves againſt the Calvimiſts, who overpowered them in the Sy- 
that fel inwith nod, fel into a league offenſive and defenſive with many German 
- 0-0: Anabaptiſts, who thereupon drank in many Pelagian and Armi- 
On nian Dogmes, particularly that of Free-wil; which Infuſjons have 
been ſince diffuſed throughout ſome , yea whole Churches of 
that Perſwaſion in England. Iam not ignorant, that a great num- 
ber not only of Profeſſors but alſo Churches, who are for. Re- 
baptizing, doyet keep themſelves unſpotted and untainted as to 
theſe Arminian Notions; and with theſe I have no controverſie, 
but particular love and kindneſs for many of them, albeit 1 
differ from them in the point of Pedobaptiſme. But as for thoſe 
of that perſuaſion , who fight under Arminius's banner, they 
ſeemed moſt forward, after the breaking up. of the Synod of 
Dort, to oppoſe the Calviniſts in their ſentiments about Gods 
Concurle tothe ſubſtrate mater of Sin, And (that which deſerves 
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a particular remarque) the very arguments that are now urged. 
azainſt us by the New Methodiſts, were urged againſt the Synod 
of Dorrs determinations in this point by them , and that in the 
ſame fo:me.. Which is to be ſeen in a Dialogue of the Anabaptiſts, 
intituled, «4 Deſcription of what God hath predeſtinated concerning 
wan, &c. wherein peg..16. they have this very expreſſion, which 
they impute $0. the Calviniſts, (as our Adverſaries impute the 
ſame to us) namely, that they ſay, That God puniſheth man with. 
Hel-torments for doeng thoſe things , which he himſelf hath predeſtina- 
ted, ordained, decreed, determined , appointed, willed and compel/cd 
him to do, and that which a man cannot chuſe , but muſt needs do by 
the force and compulſion of bis predeſtation. Are not the ver 
ſame forged calumnies Charged on us now-adays? See an excel- 
lent replie hereto, as to the reſt of their falſe imputations, by 
pious _ learned eAinſworth in his Cenfere upon this Dialogue, Pag, 
244, 5, XC. 

Bur we deſcend now to our principal Antagoniſts, ſach as The New Meths«- 
would paſſe under the name of Calviniſts, and yet are profeſſed, 4% - 
yea-vehement oppugnators of our Hypotheſis. Thus Le Blanc, 
Concil. Arbitr. Hum. The. 34. p4g. 434. * But of thoſe Reformed 
'Divines, which ſubſcribe to the Synod of Dorr, ſome in this part 
'agree with the Moliniſts and Remonſtrants, neither do they ac- 
' knowlege any other general concurſe of .God. with ſecond cau-. 
'ſes, than what is ſimultaneous and indifferent, . whereby God 
'doth not influence the cauſe itſelf, but its aft, cc. He inſtanceth 
in Barons, Strangins, Amyraldus, &c. And what terme or title 
to give this new SeCt of Adverſaries more proper than New Me- 
thodeſts I know not, this being the ſofteſt title, and that which 
they ſeem to recreate themſelycs in: ſome terme them down- 
right efrminians;, and albeit I conceive their Principes directly 
iſue from and tend to Ariminianiſme, yet I dare not lode thent 
with this reprocheful ſtyle , becauſe they generally aſſert efficaci- 
ous Grace, I think we might terme them without injuſtice Semz- 
erminians, (as the Semipelagians of old, who refined Pelagianiſme) 
becauſe they aſſert conditionate Reprobation and al. the conſe+ 
quents thereof : But yet becauſe nothing more becomes an oppo- 
nent than candor and ingenuitie , therefore to. let paſſe al Titles 
that may carrie any thing of reproche, I give them only this of 
New Methodiſts , becauſe they affect and attemr.to give us a new 
Method or Scheme of Predeſtination , cfficacious Grace, Divine 
Concurſe, &c, The -- 
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The New: Methodiſts. Book 1 


The firſt that opened the way to this New Method , was Fobn 
Camero , a perſon of excellent naturals, and thoſe wel improved 
by acquired literature, but too much: aqdifted to innovation in 
the doctrine of the Goſpel, which he could not difſemble, but too 
oft made profeſſion thereof; as in a Letter to Lndovicus Capellns, 
where he ſaith, That many things occurred to him , which neither by 
own mind nor the reaſoh: of the times would permit him to publiſh. He 
too much abounded in his own ſenſe and words , with too great 
contemt of ſuch as differed from him, though more deſerving than 
himſelf, as Chamier. There.were few Theologic Queſtions pro. 
feſſedly handled by him, ſpecially ſuch as belong to rhe DoCtrine 
of Grace and Free-wil, but he divulged ſomething of Novitie 
therein : among which novel opinions this was one , That he de. 
nied every real poſitive Being to be from God immediately as the prime 
efficient cauſe, as Epiſt. ad Thom. Rhedam, ( oper. edit. 1642.) p. 526. 
and Epiſt. ad Fac. Galleveum, pag. 528. Which ſentiment of C+ 
mero laid the foundation , which Baronins and Strangins his Coun: 
try-men afterward built their Antitheſis on. Camero had for his 
intime Camrade Mileterizs, who after his death turned Roman 
Catholic, and publiſht many Antichriſtian Errors, which he pro- 
felled to have received from Camero. 

But Camero's pn__ SeCtator was Moſes Amyraldus, who ſuc. 
ceded him in the profeſſion of Theologie at Saumar , and indeed 
much out-went him in his propenſions and cloſures with Duran- 
diſme and the Arminian Dogmes; particularly with this about 
Godsconcurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. And that I may not be 
thought falſely to accuſe ſo learned a man, one that paſſed under 
the name of aCalviniſt,I ſhal faithfully relate the CharaCter given 
him in this particular by one of his own friends and adherents, 
Le Blanc , Concil. Arbitr. Hum. par. 3. theſ. 4.8. pag. 436. * There 
*are not wanting, ſaith he, among the Dottors of the Reformed 
* Schole ſome who touching the general Concurſe of God necef- 
? ſary toal the aCts of creatures, ſeem to have the ſame ſentiments 
* with Durandus, and Ludovicus a Dola, Doctors of the Roman 
* Schole. For that illuſtrious man Moſes Amyraldus ſeems not to 
* acknowlege any other general Concurſe of God , by which he 
* concurs with al ſecond cauſes, beſides that continued efficace, 
? whereby he doth preſerve and ſuſtain the nature of evecy thing, 
*and the forces given by nature. Whence he gathers, that ſuch 
*aconcurſe belongs not to libertie. So Amyrald.de Lib. Arbitr ſctt.4. 


pag. 
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pag. 246. Make, ſaith he, nature and its abilities able to conſiſte with- 
out the aide of ſuch a concurſe, and they wil truly aft freely. Therefore 
let there be gramed a concurſe, which performes nothing eiſe , but that 
theſe abilities , which would otherwiſe flag and vam(ſh , conſiſte and be 

eſerved in their natural ſtate, Libertie wil thence recerve no detriment. 
He had been ſpeaking of Gods concurſe to ſinful ats, and as Le 
Blanc wel obſerves, by theſe words ſufficiently indicates , that in 
this part he has the ſame ſentiments with Durandus. Wherein 
note, (1) that Amyraldus grants, that ſometimes it is ſufficient 
for God to preſerve the ſubjeft, and render its facultics habile or 
capable of acting, without immediate concurſe to the aft : which 
isalſo the opinion of ſome among vs. (2) That this opinion, 
according to Le Blanc, fals in with that of Durandus, &c. S0 
Theſ. 50. pag. 437. Le Blanc addes, * That Amyraldus held a dou- 
'ble act of providence about evil aCts, one externe, and the other 
"mnterne : as for the externe aft, he placeth it in two things, (1) 
'in propoſing objects, (2) in permitting Satan to ſet home thoſe 
' objects with efficace, The interne att of God conſiſtes, accord- 
*ingto him, in that God doth of many objects inducing to evil, 
' obſcure , or remove the one, or cauſe ſome other;obje& to be 
' offered, which is moſt taking. In al which there is|no violence 
' offered to human libertie, nor indeed any efficacious immediate 
*concurſe aſſerted, Yea in his Speciminzs ſpeczal. p. 468. he ſaith 
in down-right termes, That the wil of God dependes 0: its, net we on 
the wil of God : which is rank Durandiſme and Moliniſme. More 
of his wild ſentiments in this as in other Arminian points, ſee Per. 
Molinei, de M. «Amyraldi adverſics Spanhemium lbro, Fudicium, pre- 
at 


res 


Placens, another Salmurian Profeſſor, albeit in other points he p/ ces. 


ſtiffely defendes the New Method, yea, in that of original fin is 
* y Pelagian, yet in this point touching Gods concurſe to the 
ubſtrate mater of ſin, he ſeems pendulous and in ſuſpenſe. Thus, 


De libero Hom. Arbity. p.174.. ( edit .1656.) * What the dependence 


' of the ſecond cauſes on the firſt in cauſing is, the Papilſts ſharply 
*difpute. Ir is truly confeſſed by al, that God doth concur with 
*every cauſe, ſoas to operate conveniently with its faculties : but 
* this concurſe ſome make immediate , proxime , and altogether 
*the ſame with the very aCtion of ſecond cauſes ; but others de- 
"nie it— But we, according to that reverence we bear to the in- 
' finite Majeſtic of God , dare not determine how great the de- 

* pendence 
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* pendence of the ſecond cauſe on the firlt is: it ſufficeth us, that, 
? provided the lealt ſpot of fin be not imputed to God , too much 
* cannot be aſcribed unto God, &c. 

:1: Blanc, Le Blancallo, Proteſſor of Theologie at Sedan, though he ſeems 
to affect the like ſuſpenſive modeſtie, Concil. Arbitr. theſ. 55. yet 
theſ. 56. pag. 438. he inclines to the opinion of Strangins, and 
others, That God cannot phyſically premove and predetermine to aft 
intrinſecally evil, without being the Author of = But yet the. 57. 
he recals himſelf, and faith , That provided God be not conſtituted 
the Author of ſin, the .dependence of the ſecond cauſes on the firſt can- 
not be too much aſſerted. And thrſ. 58. he addes this as molt cer- 
tain, That the aide and efficace of Drvme providence, even about ſin- 
ful raps may no way be reſtrained to a certain general indifferent con- 
curſe, &C. 

'Baroninze But from the French Profeſſors we paſſe on to thoſe of Scotland, 
Barons and Strangins , who have been ſtiffe and tenacious Adhe- 
rents to this New Method , about Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate 
mater.of ſin. As for Baromus, he is accuſed of rank Arminia: 
niſme ; and that which has given juſt ground for ſuch an imputz- 
tion is his denying al kind of predetermination as wel to good as 
to evil acts. Thus in his Metaphyſ. Seft.8. 7 3. $. 78. pa 
146, &c. he endeavors to prove, That God doth not by a previow 
motion excite ſecond cauſes to att, And his arguments to prove his 
Antitheſis are no other than what time out of mind have been 
urged by Pelagians, Jeſuites, and Arminians : namely that this 
previous motion and predetermination (1) deſtroyeth human li. 
bertie, pag. 147. - (2) That it taketh away the power of the wil 
to oppolite aCts, pag. 148, (3) That it maketh God the Author 
of ſin, pag. 149. which he endeavors to prove many ways: [1] 
Becauſe the entitative act of ſin as being determined by God can- 
Not be ſeparated from the obliquitie, pag. 150. [2] Becaule the 
action then as of ſuch a ſpecies muſt be from God. [3] Becauſe 
this opinion makes Ged to be injuſt and cruel, as pay. 151. [4] 
That hereby God is made the Author of fin more than the ſinner. 
Al which are but trite and thread-bare arguments , urged by Pe- 
lagians and Arminians, to which we ſhal anſwer more fully here- 

ter, chap.6.$.1,&c, Thence he procedes pay.153.to anſwer our 

rincipal argument, That the ſecond cauſe doth not alt, but as moved 

b the firit, and therein agrees with S«arez and other Jeſvites-in 
allerting a previous indifferent concurſe, It's true, 4. 58. p. bag. 
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t, he argues ſtrongly againſt Durand, yet in fine pag. 153. fals in 
th yery far with him, but more fully with the Molinitts and Remon- 
ſtrants; which is wel obſerved by Le Blanc, Concil. Arbity. Hum. 
ns theſ. 35. pag. 434+ © This at lealt, without al dout, is the opinicn 
et © of Robert Baronixs, 10 his Metaphyſic , where touching the Con 
id ©curſe of God, and ſo of its concord with human libertie , he pro- 
” « feſſeth to have altogether the ſame ſentiments with Fonſeca and 
7. © Suarez, namely that this concurſe is of itſelf indifferent, and de- 
od ©termined by the ſecond cauſe to a certain ſpecies of aCtion : nei- 
_ «ther is it needful, that God premove ſecond cauſes, but it is ſuf- 
r. © ficient, that together with them he influence their aCtions and 
by &effets. And indeed Barorus's own illuſtration, Metaph. Sett. 8. 
_, Diſput. 3. pag. 143. ſufficiently clears this to be his proper opi- 
nion ; where he compares the Concurſe of God to that of the 
1 Sun, which is the ſame in the production of perfett animals and 
he. monſters, in itſelf indifferent, but modified and determined by the 
te mater it workes upon : which is the very inſtance given both by 
bY Jeſuites and Arminians. Laſtly, pag. 159. he gives us four aCti- 
ta ons of God in the duration of {inners , which are no more than 
os | what Moliniſts and Remonſtrants acknowlege. Whence it is to 
me apparent , that it would not be an act of injuſtice, ſhould we 
reckon him among the Arminians, whoſe ſentiments and cauſe 
he has eſpouſed ; yet by reaſon of his nominal repute among the 
Calviniſts , I rather incline to the more favorable cenſure of rang- 
ing him among the new Methodiſts. 

But yet our principal Antagoniſt is Zobn Strangius, Profeſſor at Strangirs. 
Glaſcow, who (as they ſay) having had his ſpirit chafed and exa-. 
ſperated by the oppoſition of Rutherford , writ a yu Volume in 

our Books, Of Gods Wil and _Attions about ſin : wherein he bends 
his forces principally againſt the Dominicans , Twiſſe and Ruther- 
ford, (who in his influences of the life of Grace , both Preface and - 
Book, oft animadvertes thereon) as if theſe al, by allerting prede- 
termination to the mater of ſinful afts, made God the Author of 
ſin. I muſt confeſle, he diſcovers a natural acumen and a nervoſe 
vene of Reaſon in his Book, yet mixed with ſo great incongrui- 
ties and ſelf-inconſiſtences, yea contradictions, that I cannot but 
- marvel how ſuch a Maſter of Reaſon could fatisfie himſelf with 
ſuch poor ſubterfuges and evaſions : But this I impute not to any 
defect in naturals, but in his cauſe , which admits not any ſolid 
reaſon for its defenſe, And that which yet ſeems more ſtrange 
V to . 
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to me is this, that he who oppoſeth with much vehem*ncc Duran. 
dus, Molina, Bellarmine , and the Remonſtants in tlis point of 
Gods concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, yet at long-run fals in 
with each of theſe parties in ſome one, if not al their fentimenty 
about this mater. (1) That he comes very near Durandiſme jg 
evident, in that he holds the Concuiſe of God not to be neceſſa 
to al aQts of the creature, particularly to ſuch as are intrinſecally 
evil: For to ſuppoſe any real poſitive Being , that fals not under 
Gods efficacious concurle, is to me no lefle than Durandiſme. It's 
true, Strangins in words appears againſt Dwrandas, in owning an 
immediate Concurſe of God to al actions of the creatures, ag 
kb. 2. cap. 5. pag. 163. But when he comes to explicate this im. 
mediate Concutrſe as to ations intrinſecally evil , he placeth it 
only (as ſome now adays among us) #7 Gods conſerving the nature 
ard innate diſpoſition of natural Agents, and grving them a ſelf- deter. 
mining power, whereby they are rendred apt and habile for any congene- 
ous ation, as they now phraſe it. Thus pag. 164. Eryo ft una Dei 
determinatio fufficiat, que Deus Agentium natur alin naturam Ac it- 
dolem a ſe infitam ac conſervatam determinav#, quid opus eft multiph- 
cibus imo innumerts determinationibus ad eundem effettum, &KC. $0 
hb. 3. cap. 5. pag. 584. he layes down this as his Hypotheſis, That 
God doth not in althings determine the wil, but ſametimes permit it a 

ſee eleftion, to chuſe this or that , to do this or that 5, and therefore m 

ſuch atts he has not decreed, that man ſhould preciſely chuſe thus or that, 

&c. And he proves it by this argument , That it #s not impoſſible 

for God, who hath made man a free Agent, and conſerves his nature and 

forces, to permit ſomething to mans free-wil, ita ut per Deum non ftet 
#2 homo poſſit eligere alterutrum , agere _ ant non agere, &C, 

Wherein e proves, that it is not impoſſible for God to leave 

fome things to mans indifference , without determining him to 

either extreme: and he proves this is not impoſlible, becauſe it im- 

plies not any contradiction ; which is Dwrandas's very argument 

againſt immediate Concurſe, (2) That Srrangins conſpires with 

and eſpouſeth the ſentiments of the Moliniſts 3nd Arminians a- 

baut indifferent ſimultaneous Concurſe 1s partly acknowleged by 

his friend Le Blanc, Concil. Arbitr. Hum. theſ. 36. pag 434. having 
thewen the agreament of Barons with the Moliniſts and Remon- 
ſtrants, he addes : © Neither doth Fohn Strangins ſeem to differ 

© much from this opinion : for albeit he thinkes, 6b. 1. cap. 12. 


«That the attion whereunts.God and the creature concur, is in ordey of 
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Chap. 4 How theſe New Methodiſt fel into their, e&c. 149 
6 nature firf# from God, before from the creature ;, — and moreover, 
£1.2.p.3. denies, That God concurs only by a general concurſe ;, as the 
©Sun concurs in the ſame manner to the generation of a man and 
thorſe z but determines, that the inflaxe of God #s ſpecial to ſpecial 
© efetts, as hey are ſpecifically diſtingniſhed, not morally but phyſcally ; 
«yet he doth by many arguments contend and prove, that the pre- 
© motion and predetermination of God , which the Schole of Thomas 
<defendes, to al and ſingular atts of the creature is not neceſſary. 
Note here, that albeit Srrangrus ſeems to differ from the Moli- 
niſts, Remonſtrants, and Baronias in aſſerting Gods Concurſe to 
be previous, particular, and ſpecial; yet in that he denies Divine 
predetermination to al creatural ats, Ze Blanc makes him not to 
it FF differ much from the Moliniſts and Remonſtrants : which to me 
'e If indeed is a great obſervation ; for | am under a very ſtrong, and 
'- Þ lamaptto perſuade my ſelf, rational preſumtion, that predeter- 
'- | mination to good acts can never be rationally detended by theſe 
New Methodiſts, who denie predetermination to the ſubſtrate 
mater of al evil ats; as Strangins doth, pag. 167, 584, of which 
more hereafter, chap. 5. $. 4, 5. WE + 
Here it were worthy of ſome labor to inquire How theſe New jy the New 
Methodiſts fel into thoſe novel ſentiments about Divine (oncurſe , and Methodiſts fel 
1 what reaſons or grounds? As it was with the Semipelagians of into their new 
old, ſo it has befel theſe New Methodiſts or Semiarminians : 904t{- 
when the Pelagians were by Azg»ftin driven from their ay&roy 
{1id@, Or Diana of Free-wil and the potence of corrupt nature , the 
Semipelagians come with freſh forces and aſlault him in the point 
of Reprobation, and pretend, that he aſſerted, That God by a fatal 
neceſſitie compelled men to ſin, and then damned them for what he had 
'© iN compelled them to : Juſt ſo the Arminians having been ſuppreſſed 
0 If bythe Synod of Dorr, theſe New Methodiſts owning abſolute par- 
l- I ticular Election and efficacious Grace with the Calviniſts, thought 
it. FF they fnight more ſecurely fal in with the Arminians in the points 
th IN of univerſal Grace, conditional Reprobation, and that of denyin 
& If Predetermination as to the entitative act of fin. Thus they divide 
) | the battel between the Calviniſt and Arminian. But as Fanſenius 
'S I has wel obſerved out of Auguſtin, If there be the leaſt point granted 
to Pelagins, al wil be at laſt granted; ſo I am very apt to fear, that 
'T | theſe New Methodiſts, by going ſo far in ſymboliſing with the 
Arminians, wil at laſt be wholly drawen over into their Campe. 
of || Thus much Ham very confident — can never — wa 
2 en 
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I50 Who of the new Methodiſts may be eftimed,e-c. Book III. 
fend abſolute Eleftion and efficacious Grace againſt Jeſuites and 
Arminians , fo long as they denie abſolute Reprobation and Pre. 
determination to the entitative aCt of al ſins. As for the princi- 
pal grounds, which induce theſe New Methodiſts to take up thoſe 
ſentiments, we ſhal endeavor to lay them down , when we come 
to treat of their proper Opinions and the conſequents that attend 
them, Chap. 7. 
who of the nw But whiles we are thus charaQeriſing the Authors of this new 
mw Method, we mult do ſuch Calviniſts, who incline to them in ſome 
yg © points, that juſtice, as to free them from al imputation or ſuſpi- 
cion of Arminianiſme : It's wel known, that ſome of great worth 
and truly orthodox in point of Grace, have yet ſomewhat incli. 
ned towards the new Method in point of wmniverſal objelttive Grace, 
as pious and learned Vſher, Davenant, and others both in our 
and the French Churches, who hold, Chrifts death to be an univerſal 
remedie applicable to al, but yet are far from _—_ an univerſal 
ſubjective Grace, or any velleitie in God of ſaving al men, which 


Amyralduz and others aſſert. As for thoſe who hold abſolute and 
particular Election and Reprobation , Original ſin in its ful ex- 
tent, mens natural impotence and being dead in fin, cfficacious 
Grace 1in.the converſion of ſinners, with Gods abſolute, efficaci- 


ous, immediate, total and predeterminative concurſe to al natu- 
ral as wel as ſupernatural aCtions , as Davenart, and ſome others, 
who incline to an objective univerſal Grace, do, I have no contro- 
verſie with them, but can owne them as friends of Grace, -albeit 
in ſome modes of explicating it, they differ from us. 


—_— — 


CHAP. V. 


Rational Demonſtration of Gods predeterminative Con- 
curſe to the ſubſtrate mater of Sin. 


Arguments for Divine predetermination of the Wil to the entitative a 
of ſin. (1) Fromthe Futurition of althings in the Devine Decree : 
the objettions againſt this aroument ſolved. (2) From the certs 
tude of Divine Preſeience;, with the ſolution of objettions. (3 From 
the Decree of Reprobation. Davenants Hypotheſis touching abſe- 
Inte Reprobation and Decrees. (4) From Divine Concurſe, [1] 
Is Prancipe and Origine.. [2] Its Nature ;, Totalie, c—_ 

tie, 
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btie, Particalaritie, Immediation, Prioritie, and Independence. [3] 


2. Its Efficace , as to al natural and ſupernatural Aits and Effetts, 
r Al the Arguments urged againſt Predetermination to the entutative 
{ alt of ſin, ſtrikg as much againit Predetermination to what is good. 
ne (5) Fromthe nature of ſin, its ſubſtrate mater and formal reaſon. 


1d (6) From Gods permiſſion of ſin, which is natural, negative, and © 
poſutive. (7) From Divine providence about ſin, both conſervative, 


W reſtriftive, gubernative. (8) From the abſolute, immediate, eſſen- 
ne tial dependence of al creatures on God, as the firſt cauſe. 
pi 


th 6. Ys given a ſcriptural Demonſtration, as alſo the una- Arguments for 
li. nimous teſtimonie of ſuch as undertook to defend effi. Predeterminati- 
oe, © cacious Concurſe in al Ages of the Church, for the confirmation —_ ow =_ f 
ur © of our Hypotheſis , we now procede to demonſtrate the ſame by  ;,, 
ſal rational Arguments grounded on ſcriptural principes and evi- 
fal dence; which we ſhal reduce to the following Heads. 
ch 1. Arg. From the Futurition of althings in and by the Divine De- 1+ Arg. fromthe 
ad I cree; which we thus forme: That which dependes on the Divine ſition of al 
X Decree for its ſuturition , neceſſarily ſals under Divine predetermina. "5" 
ws = tion as to its exiſtence : But the ſubſtrate mater of al ſm dependes on 
ci- BY the Divine Decree as to uts futurition : therefore it neceſſity fals 
ty. BY wnder Divine predetermination as to its exiſtence, The major is 
rs, I granted by our Adverfaries, particularly by Serangizs, who oft al- 
0. | frtes, That Divine Predetermination # exattly adequate and com- 
it WM menſurate to Divine Predefinition ;, ſo that whatever is predefined 
by God in his Decree , muſt neceſſarily be predetermined by him 
in the execution and event. And what more rational than this 
_ aſſertion ? Yea, what is predetermination of the event, but pre- 
definition in the Decree ? The difference between Gods eternal 
predefinition in the Decree , and predetermination as to actual 
concurſe and execution in time differ only as ave and paſſive 
N- FF Creation: as attive Creation gives futurition to things, and paſ: 
frve, aftual exiſtence ; ſo predefinition and predetermimation ; and 
4 | therefore among the Greeks one and the ſame Verbe mggwetar 
+: BW lignifies both to predefine and predetermine. So that our major 
t | f{eems ſoclear as to carrie with it its own evidence, Wherefore 
-» | wepalk on to demonſtrate the minor , which our Adverſaries 
fo principally ſtrike at, and therefore needs our ſtrongeſt forces : 
1] | This we ſhal endeavor to make good in and by the following Pro- 
la | Jolitions.. (1) Prop. Nothing is or can be future in its own _—_— 
ie, wat 


ObjefFions 4- 
gainft this Ay- 
eument ſolud, 


'ObjeZions againſt this Argument ſolved. Book mn 


without ſome cauſe of its futurition. How is it poſſible that any 
thing ſhould paſſe from a ſtate of mere poſlibilitie, contingence, 
and indifference, but by ſome cauſe ? Do not nn » and fu- 
ture differ ? and mult there not be ſome cauſe of this difference ? 


(2) Prop. Whatever i the cauſe of fſuturition to any thing muſt be 


eternal, This is moſt evident ; becauſe whatever is future was 
ſo from Eternitie ; for God foreknew it to be ſo : otherwiſe, how 
could his knowlege be certain? Hence, (3) Prop. Nothing can 
give ſuturition to things bit God. For is there any thing but God 
eternal? (4) Prop. Nothing #n Ged gives futurition to things but 
his wil. His Eſſence ſimply conſidered cannot give futurition to 
things; becauſe poſſible and future are the ſame as to the Divine 
Eſſence : neither doth the Preſcience of God give futurition to 
things; for things are not future becauſe God foreknows them, 
but he therefore foreknows them becauſe future. Hence it fol. 
lows, that nothing but the Divine wil can give futurition to 


' things, as Court Gene.P.4. B.2.C.11.$.9. whence allo it neceſſarily 


follows, (5) That the futurition of the ſubſtr ate mater of al ſin u 
from the Divine wil and decree. For what can make finful acts fu. 
ture and ſo the obje&t of Divine foreknowlege , but the wil of 
God, which gives futurition to althings ? And if Gods predefining 
decreeing wil give fucurition to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin , muſt 
not his predeterminative wil alſo give exiſtence to it ? 

But let us examine what aſſaults our Adverſaries make againſt 
this Argument by Reſponſes and ObjeCtions. (1) They replie 
to our minor, That the ſuturition of the ſubſtrate mater or entita. 
tive abt of ſin uu net from the wil of God, but from the wil of man, that 

wes exiſtence to it. Thus Strangine, lib. 3. cap. 5. pag. 585. where 

endeavors to prove, That it 1s not repugnant that ſomethi 
ſhould be ſuture, which God hath not abſolutely pred: fined , but left to 
the wil of man to effett. SO cap. g. pag. 628. he peremtorily af. 

ſertes, That God hath not decreed al futures, namely, the Fal 
Adam, or the ſin againſt the Holy Gho#t, &c. So pag 63 1. he ſaith, 
Nothing hinders, but that there may be ſome cauſe of the futurition of 
a thing beſides the Decree of God, namely the create wil, The like Ls 
Blanc, Concord. Libert. Hum. p. 1. theſ. 55--- 57. where he endea- 
vors to prove, That what ts the cauſe why things exiſte m time , the 
fame is the cauſe of their futurition from Etermitie : but mans wil only 
6s the cauſe why ſm exiſtes in time, ergo, &c. A poor Reſponſe in- 
deed, or rather begging of the Queſtion ! For 1s it poſlible that 
the 
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Chap.y. Objelfionr ageinſt this Argument ſolved. 
the ſecond cauſe loged in time ſhould give futurition to a thing 
from Erernitie? Is it wot an approved Maxime in Philoſophie, 


in Nature , that the cauſe is ever, at leaſt in order of nature, . 


ore the effet ? and is the ſecond cauſe confined by time , be- 
fore the eternal futurition of its effeft ? (2) But Le Blanc an- 
ſwers hereto, sheſ, $6. pg. 454. That Futuruion is nothing elſe but 
4 refpe't of reaſon, and an itrinſec denomination of the thing , which 
is ſard ro be future, net ſomething really diſt init from the thing ſuture, 
&c. But the vanitie of this ſobterfuge is moſt evident; for here- 
by it follows, that the thing is not future befoce it is exiltent : can 
2 moſal extrinſec denomination of a thing exiſte before the thing 
that gives it exiſtence ? How many abſardities would follow 
hereon ? 

But our Adverfaries have one grand Objcftion, which they lay 
much weight on, againſt onr minor, and that is this: Jf the wil 
of God groves ſuturition to ſin, then ſin as ſutnve hath one and the ſame 
Idea with the wil of God : and ſo the ſuturition of fin muſt be God. 
This objeCtion is urged and adorned with many Trophies by 
Strangins, Le Blanc , and a Divine of name among us. So Srtran- 
pius, lib. 3. cap. 9. pag. 631, 632. having pag. 626, Qc. recited 
Twiſſes argument from the eternal futurition of fin, he replies thus : 
Herein, ſaith he, #es the whole force of the argument, that theve eange 
w other caſe of a ſuturition made from Eternitie, but what is eternal. 
To which he anſwers with a ſcoffe thus : 4 pretty argument ations 
indeed ! why may we not by the ſame reaſon prove, that the futurition 
of ſin is God ? The ſame is urged by Le Blanc, de (bncord, Libert, 
par, 1. theſ. 55, 56. pag. 454. where he endeavors to prove againſt 
Twiſſe, That if the futurition of [in be from the wil of God, it is God, 
which makes God manifeſtly the Author of ſin. The ſame is urged 
by a Divine of ſome note among us. But in anſwer hereto, L 
muſt confeſſe, I cannot but marvel at the confidence of perfons ſo 
karned, and in other points judicious, on ſuch infirme and rotten 
grounds: For when we ſpeak of the futurition of fin, which is a 
complexe aggregate thing , we muſt diſtinguiſh its material from 
its formal part. (1) If we ſpeak of the material entitative part of 
fr, which is in itfelf a natural good , fo we may without the lea(t 
nolation of Gods ſacred Majeltie affirme, that its futurition is the 
fame, or not really diſtin&t from Gods wil the cauſe thereof: and 
why not? is not the futuririon of al natural Beings good ? And 
whence procedes al good but from the immenſe Ocean of good ? 


Yea, 
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Yea, was not al good from Eternitie loged in the boſome of God, 
and ſonot really diſtinf from him ? So that indeed this objeion 
of Strangius and Le Blanc againſt the futurition of the material 
entitative act of ſin from the wil of God ſtrikes at the futurition 
of althings, even the moſt gratioſe ats from the ſame wil : for 
if the futurition of any one natural act may be reſolved into the 
wil of man as its firſt cauſe, why map-not the futurition of al 
grace be as wel reſotved into the ſame human wil, ſpecially in 
Adams innocent ſtate, who had then perfect free-wil ? But yet 
(2) if we ſpeak of the futurition of ſin in regard of its formal n«- 
ture, Conſiſting in its vitioſitie and obliquitie, ſo we utterly denie, 
that its futurition is the ſame with God : for the futurition of fin 
as to its vitioſitie is not from the effeCtive wil of God, but per. 
miſlive ; God decrees to effect the entitative act, but only to per- 
mit the vitioſitie appendent thereto, which follows on the aCt, as 
other privations do on the abſence of their habit. To make this 
evident by a parallel inſtance ; God decrees the diurnal motion 
of the Sun , and that at night it ſhal retire into the other Hemi. 
ſphere , whence darkneſſe neceſlarily follows : may we thence 
argue, that the futurition of darkneſſe, or darkneſle itſelf is the 
ſame with God ? Would not any Freſh-man in Logic hiſle ſuch 
a conſequence out of the Scholes ? And yet who dares denie, but 
that the retirement of the Sun out of this Hemiſphere into the 
other is from God, as alſo its futurition ? The like may be inſtar. 
ced in al other privations, which have no real being, and there. 
fore no real efficient of their exiſtence or futurition : for nothing 
can admit a real efficient cauſe of its futurition , but what has a 
real efficient cauſe of its exiſtence : what is the firſt efficient of 
the exiſtence of things? Is it not the wil of God ? and is it not alſo 
the ſame Divine wil that gives futurition to things? Yea doth 
not the very ſame act or decree of the Divine wil that gives real 
Beings their futurition, give them alſo, in their appointed periods 
of time, their exiſtence ? So that in this regard the Rule of Strar- 
gw and Le Blanc is moſt true, That the ſame cauſe that gives 
things their exiſtence, gives them alſo their futurition : this I ſay 
holds true of the firſt cauſe, but not of ſecond cauſes, as they 
would needs perſuade us. So that, to conclude this argument, 
in as much as the wil of God gives futurition to al fin, the 
effective wil of God to the entitative a&t or ſubſtrate mater of 
fn, and the permiſſive wil of God to the formal reaſon, or _ 

tic 
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Chap. 5- Arg. from the Certhtude of divine Preſeience. 155 
ſitie of ſin, hence it neceſſarily follows, that the predetermina- 
Jil tive Concurſe of God, (whereby 1 underſtand nothing elſe but 


al the Efficacions Divine Wil as operative) gives exiſtence to the 
n BE ſubſtrate mater of Sin. 
or $. 2. Our ſecond Argument ſhal be taken from the certirxde 2 Arg. fromthe 


he of Gods Preſcience , and we may forme it thus: God can certainly Cirtitude of 
al foreknow nothing, but what he certainly decrees, predefines, and pre- — Projects 
in determines to be: But God certainly foreknows al = Ergo. The ** 
« W Minor is granted by our Adverſaries and denied by none, that 1 
4- know, except Atheiſts and Socinians: Thus Fob 34.21. For his 
le, eyes are upon the _ of man and he ſeeth al his goings. Our prin- 
in W cipal worke therefore wil be to make good our Major; which 
1- W we dout not but to performe in and by the following Propoſi- 
el- WW tions: (1) Prop. Nothing can be certainly J _ by God, but 
a i what has ſome certain Reaſons, Principes, and Cauſes of ſuch 4 fore- 
his W krowled7e. Now there are three cauſes that give certitude to al 
on FF Science and Preſcience: [1] A certitude of the Objett : for if the 
ll WF object be uncertain, the Science can never be certain : can the 
ice W Structure or Edifice be firme, if the foundation be infirme ? 
the W [2] A certain Medinm, which is the principal fundamen of al 
ich WF Science. [3] A certitude of the Subjeft : for be the Object and 
but WF Medium never ſo certain, yet there can be no certain Science, 
the W unleſs the Subject apprehend the ſame. And doth not the Pre- 
an- Wl ſcience of God include al theſe degrees of Certitude ? Muſt 
c- WF there not be a certitude of the Object, Medium, and Subject ? 
Ing i (2) Prop. The Divine Preſcience as to futnre ſins admits not a 
2 of theſe degrees of certitude, but 4s originated from the Divine Wil 
; of W 2d Decree. [1] How can Sinas the Object of Divine Preſcience 
ſo MF be certainly future, but by the efficacious Wil of God making 
ito? [2] What certain Medinm can there be of Divine Pre- 
eal WI ſcience, but the divine Wil and Decree? [3] And thence, 
ods © how can God have a ſubjective Certitude of fin but in and by 
an- | bis own Wil? Hence, (3) Prop. Gods certain Preſcience of Sirt 
VeS Nl infers alſo a certain predefinition and predetermination of the ſubſirate 
lay IN mater of Sir. That God knows nothing ſuture but by his decree making 
hey I # figure, has been the perſuaſion not only of Calviniſts, bur 
Dt, alſo of the moſt fober Scholemen in al Ages, Scotus, Ricardns, 
Hervexs, Bradwardine, Johannes Major, and others not a few, as 
r of Wl Le Blanc, de (oncord. Libert. Par. 2. Thef. 33.p. 443. confeſſeth. 
[10- Yea, Srrangine himſelf grants the fatwrition of Sin in Gods Preſei- 
itie X ence, 


bred Hypotheſis, by the Socinians, and cited.by Le Blanc (as 3 
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ence, asl. 3.c.g. p.640, Yea, Le Blanc, De Concord. Libert. Hum, 
Par. 1. Theſ. 59. &C. p.455-. proves ſtrongly, That according to 
Strangins's opinion, there can no contingent [_1. e. {inful aCt ] be fore 
known by God as abſolutely future, but what God firſt decreed to be abſs. 
lutely ; 4a His-words- are theſe : * But ſome alſo of thoſe who 
© hold ſome free acts of God to be abſolutely future, and as ſuch tg 
&e foreknown by God, without any Decree predetermining the 
© free cauſes tothoſe afts, as Learned Strangins, yet denie, that free 
«future contingents may be known by God according toany Hy. 
©potheſis, which doth not include an abſolute Decree concerning 
©their futurition : as Strang. de Yolrnt, 1.34, 11, His reaſon is, be- 
© cauſe nothing can be certainly known, but what is certainly true: 
© but nothing 1s certainly true, but what is neceſſary either abſo- 
© lutely or conditionally, Whence he collects, that future condi. 
© tionates cannot be the Object of divine Science, which is infallible 
© and moſt certain, unleſle there be included the condition, whence 
© that which is ſaid to be future may be certainly inferred. But 
< if this reaſon prevails, God can foreknow nothing contingent 
© as abſolutely future, but what he before decreed as abſolutely 
© future; which yet Strangivs admits not, whe confeſleth, thai 
© men act many things freely to which they are not predetermin- 
©ed by God. Thus Le Blanc of Strangins's ſelf-contradiCting 
Hypotheſis. And indeed, to ſpeak the truth nakedly, there ſtems 
ſo. much force in Strangins's reaſon, whereby he proves, That al 
Gods Preſcience of free future Contingents includes an abſolute Decree 
of their futurition, namely from the certainty of-divine Preſci- 
ence, that I no way wonder that he urgeth the ſame, albeit to 
the ſubverſion. of his own Phenomena. And I am very bold, yea 
confident in aſſerting, and demonſtrating theſe following Pro- 
poſitions. (1) Prop. .That God can have no certain Preſcience of 
things future, but from his own decree, the only certain determinate 
_ of their futurition. And therefore the Socinians denying a 
certain determinate Cauſe of things contingent, denie alſo Gods 
Preſcience to be certain, as Le Blanc, De (oncord. P. 3, Theſ--1. 
p. 438. and I cannot ſee how any can: rationally avoid the Soci- 
man objection, who do. not reſolve the certitude of the divine 
Preſcience into the divine Decree. . Hence, (2) Prop. There « 
an hypothetic or conſequential neceſſitie that ariſeth from Gods certain 
Preſcience. This is wel urged, though in the defenſe of an hell- 
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knot not eaſily untied ) de Concord. Par. 3. Theſ. 22. pag. 441. 
« There is, ſaith he, much of difficultie here, which in times paſt 
© has exerciſed the ingenies of Doctors, For ſeeing it is impoſſible, 
«that the Preſcience of God may be deceived, it cannot be but 
© that thoſe things mult happen, which God ſoreſces wil happen 
and therefore that althings happen neceſſarily : and it is im- 
© poſſible, but that the very wil of man muſt produce thoſe as, 
© which God from eternity foreknew it would produce. This 
Objection I deſpair ever to ſee rationally anſwered by our Ad- 
yerſaries without contradicting their own Hypotheſis. See more 
of this Chap. 6.5. 5. Hence (3) Prop. The ſame arguments that 
are urged by our Opponents againſt Gods predetermining the Wil to 
the ſubſtr ate mater of ſin, may be, as they are by the Socinians, urged 
with as great force againſt Gods certain Preſcience of Sin. For our 
Adverſaries, Strangines, Le Blanc, &c. granting the certain futu- 
rition of ſin in the eternal Preſcience of God, fal under al thoſe 
Imputations and black Conſequences which they charge on us, 
who aſſert the predefinition, futuriton, and predetermination of 
the ſubſtrate mater of Sin in the divine Decree. This Propoſi- 
tion is incomparably wel demonſtrated by judicious Daveranrt, 
in his Animadverſions on Gods Love to Mankind, p. 418, 419, 
442, 462. where he proves, That Infallible Preſcience granted by 
the Arminians, infers as much neceſſitie on the Wil, as abſolute Pre- 
deſtination and Reprobation. Of which more in our next Argu- 
ment ; alſoc.6. g. 5. 

Let us now a little inquire into the Subterfuges which our Ad- 
verſaries take SanCtuarie in to ſecure themfelves from the force of 
this Argument taken from Divine Preſcience. And here at what 
a miſerable loſſe and confuſion are they among themſelves ? How 
few of them agree on any one Principe or Medium for the ſolving 
this argument? Some flie for refuge to the Moliniſts Middle Scr- 
ence, telling us, That God foreſaw that men being placed under ſuch hy- 
potbeſes, and circumſtances, would ſin againſt him, &:c. Thus Baronius, 
Metaphyſ. Set. 12. Dſp. 2. n. 55, 56. p. 326. where he profeſſedly 
defendes Fonſeca's conditionate Science, making God ts have a condt- 
tionate Science of the firſt ſin, if Eve ſeduced by the Serpent ſnould teme 
Adam,&c. Thus alſo one and another Divine of good note among 
us. But this ſubterfuge is greatly diſliked by the more ſober of this 
new.Method, particularly by —_— who, /.3. c.11.p.651. 
Proves nervole!y, That there can be no ſuch thingas a Middle 
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or conditionate Science in God, becauſe its Objett is not certainly 
Cognoſcible, or Knowable : and this he proves ; becauſe an objett 
cannot be certainly knowen, unleſſe 1t be certainly true : which the ab. 
feft of this conditionate Middle Science is not. Thus alſo Le Blane, 
De Concord. Libert. Par. 1. p.452, &c. Others therefore per. 
ceiving the infirmitude of this evaſion, have recourſe to the Dg. 
minicans real preſence of things ſuture in Eternitie ; whereby they 
make God, by his Science of Viſion, to behold the ſins of men. Thus 
Strangius, I. 3. c. 10. p.646. If it be demanded, (aith he, to what 
Science Gods Knowledge of Sins muſt be referred, I eaſily grant that 
it is to bereferred to his Science of Viſion, &c. But more fully, 1, z, 
C. 7. Þ. 594. Among al the modes which are wont to be explicated, 
there is none more probable than that which is taken from the preſence 
of althings in Eternitie :, becauſe the Eternitie of God 1s Inſucceſſive 
and Indviſible. The ſame he inculcates, p. 595, 596, 597. But 
this mode alſo of ſolving the difficultie, 1s greatly oppoſed, by 
ſome of his own party, the New Methodiſts, who take ſome 
pains to ſhew the invaliditie thereof. So Le Blanc, De Concord, 
Libert. Par. 3. Theſ. 37. p. 443. Firſt, ſaith he, as for that real 
Preſence of futures in Eternitie, namely as they are ſuppoſed to coexiſte 
from eternitie to eternitie it ſeif, it appears to be a mere figment;, for 
tbat one things coexiſte to another, it 15 neceſſary that both exiſte, &c, 
Thus alſo a learned and pious Divine among cur ſelves, who 
has eſpouſed Srrangius's Hypotheſis, fals foul on the Thomiſts for 
aſſerting, Althings to be eternally preſent to the divine Intelleft in 
eſſe reals, &c. Laſtly, others therefore to evade the fore-men. 
tioned inconveniences, take up their refuge under the Infinitie 
af. Gods Preſcience, Thus Le Blanc, De (oncord. Par. 1. The. 40, 
P. 444. As for the fourth opinion, which ſeeks the certitude of the 
divine Preſcience in the infinitie of the divine Intelleft, and in the de- 
terminate truth of thoſe things which are contingently future, it eſta- 
bliſheth nothing but what 1s certain and indubtable, &c. Yet he 
grants, Theſ. 41. That albeit this opinion contains in it nothing but 
truth, yet it doth not ſatisfie the Queſtion, nor remove the main diffi 
cultie, namely, How things paſſe from a ſtate of poſſibilitie to a ſtate 
of futurition, &c. Whence he concludes, Thef. 43. Sithat there 


3%: ſo much darkneſſe on every ſide, there 1s _— more ſafe than ts 
ofeſſe our Ignorance in this particular, And- this indeed is the 
{t refuge theſe New Methodiſts have, when they ſee them- 
%lves inyolved in ſo. many ſelf contradiftions, and abſurdities, 
| 0. 
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to profeſſe their Ignorance as tothe Mode of Divine Preſcience. 
Yea, ſome of them procede ſo far in this pretended modeſtie, as 
to profeſſe, That the mode of Divine Preſcience is not determined in 
Scripture, Thus Strangirs, l. 3. c. 5. p. 576. That Gods omniſcient 
is put out of dout, but touching the mode and manner of Preſcience 
nothing is expreſſely delivered m Scripture. The like others. But 
is it ſo indeed ? Doth not the Scripture declare expreſſely the 
mode of Preſcience? Why then (1) are our Adverfaries ſo dog- 
matic and poſitive in their new modes and meaſures of Divine 
Preſcience, contrary to the received Sentiments of the Church 
inal Ages? How comes it to paſſe, that they contend with ſo 
much heat and paſlion, for that which they confeſle is not ex- 
preſſely delivered in Scripture ? Were not a modeſt xox or 
ſuſpenſion of aſſent more agreeable to ſuch a Confeſſion ? But 
(2) Weealily grant them, that the mode of Divine Preſcience 
1s unſearchable and paſt finding out, as indeed al Divine Per- 
{tions are , but yet muſt we thence neceſſarily conclude, that - 
zothing of the mode of Divine Preſcience is expreſſely delivered 
in Scripture? | 1] Doth not the _—_— evidently declare, 
That the mode of Gods Preſcience is far above yea oppoſite to- 
that of Mans ſcience, as much as Heaven is above the Earth, yea 
infinitely more ? [2] Doth not the Scripture alſo remove from 
the mode of Divine Preſcience al manner of Imperfeftions, much 
more Contradictions * And is not the mode of Gods Preſcience 
in his own Eſſence and Decrees, much more perfect than that 
which makes his Infallible immutable Preſcience dependent on: 
the mutable fallible Wil of Man ? But ſee more hereof, Court 


Gent. P. 4. B.2.C.F-$. 2. 


$. 3. We paſſe on toour third Argument, which ſhal be ta. 3 Arg. from 
om #9 Decree of 


n- Reprobation. . 


ken from the Divine Wil and Decrees; and more particularly fr 
the Decree of Reprobation. And here we ſhal lay down this Pri 
cipe, which is granted by Srrargim, and others of the New Me- 
thod, That Divine Predeter mination is adequate and commenſurate 
to Divine Predefinition or Predeſtination. So Strangine, |, 3, c. 2, 
p 547. We eaſily grant, ſaith he, that the predefinition of God from 
fternitie, and the predetermination of the create wil in time, mutual.y 
follow each other, ſo that if God doth abſolutely predefine any parti- 
cular and ſingular att to be brought about by us, he muſt alſo deter- 
mine our Wil to the ſame. This he inculcates, c. 5.p. 584. Now 


this ingenuous Conceſſion is: as much as we deſire to build our 
Demon- 


Argument from the Deeree of Reprobation. Book UL 


Demonſtration on: for we no way dont but to demonſtrate, 
That God doth abſolutely predefine the material entit ative att of Sin; 
Which we ſhal endeavour to make good in the following Propo. 
ſitions. (1) Prop. Reprobation admits no formal motive , 
condition or cauſe. This Propoſition is generally denyed by the 
New Methodiſts, who grant, That God decrees al good abſolutely, 
but - as for Sin, ſay they, God decrees that only reſpectively and con- 
ditionaily. So Strangius, 1.3.C.2.p.546—548. But we no way dout, 
but, before we have finiſht this Demonſtration, to make it eyi- 
dent, that Gods Decree of Reprobation, whereby he determines 
to leave men to ſin, is abſolute, as wel as the Decrce of Eleftion: 
Yea, it is to me a thing altogether impoflible, to defend an ab- 
ſolute Decree of Eleftion, and yet to make the Decree of Repro- 
bation conditional and reſpeCtive : for if the abſolute good plea- 
ſure o&God be the only cauſe why ſome are eleted, mult it not 
alſo be the only cauſe why others are rejected ? Doth not the 
Elefion of the one neceſſarily implie the Reprobation of the 
other ? It's true, our Divines, that follow the Sublapfarian mode, 
as Davenant, &c, ſpeak of Sin as a commun condition belong. 
ing to the whole maſſe of corrupt nature, yet they allow not of 
any diſtinftive condition or formal cauſe or motive, which ſhould 
incline the divine wil to reprobate one rather than another : 
for nothing can move the divine Wil, but what is ſome way an. 
tecedent to it : Now the conſideration of al fin is ſubſequent to 
fome act of Gods Wil. (2) Prop. The att of Reprobation 1s not 
merely negative, but _— and efficaciow. It's granted, that ſome 
of our Divines make mention of a negative act of Reprobation, 
which they terme Non-eleftion, or Preterition, yet hereby the 
intend not a ſuſpenſe ait of the Divine wil, but include alſo a pol 
tive efficacious act. Thus Fanſenins, Auguſt. de Grat. Chriſti, l. 10, 
C. 2. pag. 420. proves out of Auguſtin, That Gods negative Repre- 
bation ts poſitrve. So Davenant, Diſſert. de Eleft. & Reprob. p. 113, 
But we muſt take heed, ſaith he, leſt with Scotus we think, that the 
Wil of God in regard of Reprobates, which he eleftes not but paſſeth 
by, is merely negative : for im thu very att, which we expreſſe by a 
N egation, 15 contained an expreſſe and affirmate Wil of God. Soin 
his Determinations, Quzlt. 25. p. 117. hetels us, That it's moſt 
certain, there can be no Decree permitting ſm, to which there dath 
not adhere ſome efficacious Decree. And p. 118. he inſtrufts us, 
That this Decree of permnntting ſin 3s efficacious, not in a way of effici- 
ence, 
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ence,but by direfting and ordaining to extraft good out of evil. (3)Prop. 
In the mater of Reprobation God is conſidered as a ſoverain Abſolute 
Lord, not as a Righteons Fudge, The Pelagians, Moliniſts, Armi- 
nians, and New Methodiſts conſider God in the act of Reproba- 
tion as a juſt Judge, not as a ſupreme abſolute Lord :- whence 
they conclude, that it is unjuſt with God to reprobate any but on 
the previſion of their ſins ; not conſidering, that Reprobation is 
not an aCt inflicting puniſhment, but of denying Benefits, where- 
in the Libertie and Dominion of God is only to be attended ; ac- 
cording to that of the Apoſtle, Rom. g. 21. Has not the Potter 
er over the clay, &c? What is ſoverain Dominion, but an 
abſolute right to diſpoſe of what is our own? And ſhal we not 
allow the ſame Dominion to God, which is allowed to the Pot- 
ter over his Clay? Is the ſoverain Lord tied to his Creature by 
any Law, more than what is in his own nature and wil? Henee 
it follows, (4) That the Decree of Reprobation is moſt abſolute and 
Independent as to al diſtinftive conditions or cauſes in man, Thus 
Fanſenins, . Auguft. de Grat. Chriſti, |. 10.C. 4. p. 423. proves out 
of eAuguſtin, That the abſolute Wil of God is the alone cauſe of Re- 
probation, And Auguſtin complains, That i ts a great-injurie to 
God, when men ſearch for cauſes of things ſuperior ro his ſoverain 
Wal : for. bis Wil ts ſuch a ſupreme Rule of Fuſtice, as that whatever 
he wils is for that very reaſon, becauſe he wils it, to be accounted juſt. 
So Br adwardine, de Cauſa Des, |. 1. C. 47. proves ſtrongly, That. 
albeit God puniſheth no man eternally without ſin committed in time ; . 
yet he doth not eternally reprobate any for ſin as a Cauſe antecedently 
moving his drvine Wil. So Alvarez, de Auxil. Diſput. 109.. 3* Con- 
cluſ. The poſitive aft, whereby God from eternitie would not- admit 
ſome into hu Kingdome, was not conditionate, but abſolute, antecedent, . 
in a moment of Reaſon, to the il uſe of Free wil, Andit is proved, 
[1] Becauſe there can be no cauſe of Reprobation. [2] Becauſe ſu- 
pernatural Beatitude is not dne to any upon the account of natural . 
improvements : Therefore God could from al eternitie without any In- 
jarie, before the Preſcience of the good or il ufe of free-wil, elett ſome 
ro life eternal, and by a poſitive att wil not. to admit others, And 


our Divines generally grant, That there can be no other cauſe aſ- 


fined of Reprobation, than the abſolute wdoxia or good pleaſure of. 
od. 


61 


Davenant's Hy- - 


But none is more categoric and poſitive in this, than judicious tas of 
. . . . out 
Davenant,(who yet in ſome points came nigh the new Methodiſts) jure nepre- - 


IN batiog. 


in his incomparable Animadverſions 07 Gods love to manking. 
Wherein he doth puiſſantly . defend the following particularg 
greatly conducing to the eſtabliſhment of our Hypotheſis. [17 
That Gods ſecret wil of good pleaſure 1s very different from hu reveled 
preceptive, comp.acential wil, as pag. 221, 349, 376. [2 ] That Gods 
reveled, complacential, approbative wil is the meaſure of our dutie , bug 
not of Gods decrees or operations, pag. 222, 3 56, 391, 399. [3] That 
Gods beneplacite wil or good pleaſure us only properly hu wil , pag. 3 g2, 
[4] That Gods beneplacite wil or good pleaſure 1 moved nothing 
but itſelf, pag. 375, 376- [5] That the abſolute Decrees of God 
contradict not general conditional promiſſes of life and threats of 
death, pag. 241, 332, 375, 387, 398. [6] That God maybe ſaid, 
according to his wil of complacence and approbation , to intend the ſal. 
vation of ſinners, yea Reprobates, by providing the means of grace con- 
ducing thereto, Pag. 271, 376, 394+ [7] That the externe means 
and offers of grace muſt be meaſured and interpreted according to the 
knowen nature of the means, not the unknowen wil of God , pag, 353, 
[8] That God, by his approbative complacential wil unfeignedly wils 
what he commands , Pag. 329, 393, 394,401. [9] That al under 
the means of grace are under ſome remote conditional poſſubilitie of ſal- 
vation, Pag. 256, 257. [10] That Gods evangehc, providental in- 
rention of ſaving ſinners is oft fruſtrated as to its events by mans ſin, 
although his decretive beneplacite intention is never fruſtrated, p. 377, 
381, 387, 388, 395. [11] That abſolute Eleitwon and Reprobation 
may ſtand with a poſſibilitie to contrary events, though not with contra- 
ry events, Pag. 240, 333, 341, 360, 402,253. [ 12] That abſo. 
Inte Decrees oppoſe not the Tuſtice of God ,, with «ts asfference from that 
of men, Pag. 232, 321, 336, 339, 342. [13] That abſolute Decrees 
oppoſe not Gods Holineſſe, pag. 240— 272. [14] That abſolute De- 
crees oppoſe not the Mercie of God,pag.277— 310. [15] That mere 
conditional Decrees are inconſiſtent with Gods ſoverain Being and Inde- 
pendence, pag. 226. [16] That abſolute Reprobation is not repug- 
nant to Gods Truth, pag. 349— 362. [17] That abſolue Repro- 
bation takes not away the end and uſe of Gods gifts , pag. 374---- 4.04. 
[18] That abſolute Reprobation leaves no man under an abſolute ne- 
Ceſſitie or compulſion __ Pag. 253- [19] Let Reprobation be ab- 
ſolute or conditwonal ut leaves the ſame poſſubilitie and lbertie to the 
Agents, pag. 333% 340, 341, 351, 360. [20] That the Arminians 
grant an abſolute, immutable, fixed Decree of Reprodation, which ad- 
mits the ſame objeftions that they urge agam#t the Calurmnſts, p. 302, 
332z 
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Chap. 5. Argument from Divine Concurſe. 153 


332,333,340,351, 354, 400, 418, 419. [217 Infallble Preſcience 

anted by the Arminians infers as much neceſſitie on the wil, and com- 
pulſion to ſin as abſolute Reprobation , pag. 418, 419, 442, 462. 
[22] Laltly, he ſhews us, What #s the right uſe and abuſe of abſo/ute 
Decrees, pag. 454-- $26. Theſe Propoſitions clearly and fully 
explicated by our judicious Davenart give great evidence and de- 
monſtration to our Hypotheſis, as alſo diſtinct ſolution to the ob- 
jeftions of our Opponents, of which hereafter, Chap: 6. 

$. 4. Our next Argument ſhal be taken from Divine Concurſe, 4+ A18+ from Di- 
its Principe, Nature, and Efficace ;, the explication whereof wil #* concuſe- 
give us a ful demonſtration of our Hypotheſis; which we ſhal 
endeavor to lay down in the following Particulars. 

1. That God predetermines the wil to the ſubſtrate mater or r. 1s Prixcive. 
entitative act of that which is ſinful, may be demonſtrated from 
the Principe of al Divine Concurſe. What is the aCtive principe of 
al Divine Concurſe , but the Divine wil? Doth not ſacred Pa- 
gine expreſlely ſpeak ſo much ? So Eph. 1. 11. Who worketh althings 
after the counſel of hz own wil. And more particularly as to the 
ſubſtrate mater of ſin it's ſaid , AZ. 4. 28. that thoſe who cruci- 
fied our Lord, did atte but wbat Gods hand , or wil and counſel prede- 
termined to be done, of which before. And Strangius himſelf grants 
us, (ib. 1. cap. 11, pag.63. That concurſe , as to its prime att is in 
God, and the ſame with God, Now ſuch is the Omnipotence of Ciyn velunczs 
the Divine will, that althings muſt neceſſarily be done, which he Divina fir effi- 
wils to be done, and in that manner as he wils them , as Aquinas —_ = 
wel determines. How then is it pollible, but that if God wil qaq SS en 
that the ſubſtrate mater of ſin exiſte, it muſt neceſſarily exiſte, quz Deus fieri 
and in that manner as he wils it ? Can any perſon or thing reſiſte vult, ſed quod 
the Divine efficacious wil? And what is al aftive concurſe but ©2 modo fanc, 
the determination of the ſame efficacious wil ? See more of Gods fur —_ = 
wil being the ſpring and prigcipe of Divine concurſe, Court Gent. quia. part, 1. 
F.4d. B.3. C7. $3. 

2. That God predetermines the wil to the ſubſtifte mater of 2 ts Natwe. 
fn may be demonſtrated from the nature of Divine concurſe as 
to its Totalitie, Univerſalitie as to effetts, Particularitie as to manner 
of working, Immediation, Antecedence, and ſoverain abſolute Indepen- .. © 
dence. 7 1) The Totalitie of Divine concurſe ſufficiently demon- I» Totalitie, 


ſtrates its predetermination as to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. That 
Gods concurſe to al ſecond cauſes, acts, and effects is total we 
bave ſufficiently demonſtrated, Coure Gent. P.4. B.2..(7.pag. 417. 

= Y Thus 
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Argument from Divine Conewſe. Book Il 
Thns much is alſo granted by Strangins , bb. 1. cap. 10. pag. 55. 
where he aſſertes, That the whole attion dependes on God , 4s alſo on 
the creature ;, otherwiſe God ſhould not concur immeazately : Though 
I am not ignorant that a Divine of name among us, as alſo of the 
ſame partie with Strangixs, denies Gods concurſe to the ſubltrate 
mater of ſin to be total z yet becauſe he is ſingular therein, and 
different from his own partie, I ſhal take it for granted , that Gods 
concurſe ts total, and thence endeavor to prove its predetermining 
the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. For if God totally concur 
to the ſubſtrate aCt of ſin, muſt he not alſo concur to the wil that 
puts forth that at? And if God concur to the wil in the produ. 
Ction of the att, mult he not alſo neceſſarily determine the wil 
to that aft ? That Gods total concurſe doth not only reach the 
att and effe@t, but alſo the wil itſelf is granted by Srrangrus, lib.2, 
Cap.6. pag. 171. * Neither, faith he, do we ſay, that the Concurſe 
© of God doth reach only the effeft , but not the efficient cauſe, 
* ſithat the very digyea, Energie of the ſecond cauſe mult be from 
*God; and the action is not leſſe an effe& than the work, &c. 
(2) The Univerſalitie of Divine concurſe as to al effefts what- 
ſoever gives us a further demonſtration of its efficacious prede- 
termination as to the entitative aCt of ſin. That Divine concurſe 
is univerſally extenſive to al aCts of the wil, as wel as to al other 
objects, by giving forces and aſſiſtances to faculties, exciting and 
appling them to their a&ts, and ordering them ſo as that they 


' may in the beſt manner reach their ends, we have copioſely de- 


3: Particulari- 
Zhte. 


monſtrated , Court Gent. Part 4. Book, 2. Chap. 7. $. 2. pag. 296, 
297.. And doth not this ſufficiently demonltrate Gods concurſe 
to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin to be predeterminative? Yea, to 
ſpeak properly,is there, or can there be any real efficience, influxe, 
or concurſe ſent forth by God as the prime univerſal cauſe of al 
things, which is not predeterminative? To talke of an univerſal 
general concurke of God, which immediately influenceth the wil 
and al its natural aCts, and yet doth not predetermine, s. e. excite 
and applie the wil to its aft, what is it but pure non-ſenſe and 
virtual contradiQion ? 

(3) The Particularitie of Gods concurſe as to its manner of 
working doth alſo invittly demonſtrate its predetermination as 
to the entitative aCt of ſin. Divine concurſe, albeit it be univerſal 
as to the extent of its object, yet it's moſt particular and proper 


as to its manner of working,.. Our Adverſarics generally, both 


Pelagians, 
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Chap. 5. Argument from Divine Contur ſe. 

Pelagians, Moliniſts, Arminians, and New Methodiſts talke much 
of a general indifferent concurſe, alike commun to al effets, and 
determinable by its ſabſtrate mater ; as the general influence of 
the Sun is determinable by the mater it workes on. But, alas! 
how unbecoming and incongruous to the Divine perfeCtions is 
ſuch a general indifferent concurſe ? Doth not this make the firlt 
cauſe to be ſecond, becauſe dependent ; and the ſecond cauſe firſt, 
becauſe independent ? And doth it not hence alſo neceſſarily fol- 
low, that the firſt cauſe may, by the indiſpoſition of the mater or 
reſiſtence of ſecond Agents, be fruſtrated of its intended effect ? 
What more expreſlely overthrows the ſoverain Dominion and 
univerſal Concurſe of God, than ſuch a general indifferent Con- 
curſe? And yet is not this one of the moſt plauſible ſubterfuges 
our Adverſaries have to ſhelter themſelves under ? They object, 
If God ſhould by a particular predeterminative concurſe deter- 
mine the wil to aCt in ſins intrinſecally evil, as the hatred of God, 
or the like , then the ſpecification of the aCt and moral determi- 
nation of it te its particular object would be from God ; and fo 
God inevitably ſhould be the Author of ſin. This is their prin- 
cipal and indeed their only objeCtion worth a naming againſt our 
Hypotheſis; to which we intend a more ful anſwer in the next 
Chapter, $. 1. at preſent let this ſuſhce, [1] We ſay not, that 
God is a particular cauſe, but univerſal, working in and by a parti- 
cular concurſe ſuitable to the indigence of the mater it workes 
on. [27] We ſay not, that this particular Concurſe of God doth 
morally ſpecifie, or determine the jinful act to its object , but only 
phyſically individuate or naturally modifie the ſubſtrate mater of 
the ſinful act. This is incomparably wel explicated by Dr. Sa- 
mel Ward, that great Profeſſor of Theologie , in his Determina- 
tion of Gods Concurſe, pag. 117. where he ſtrongly demonſtrates, 
That the previous Concurſe of God , as #he firſt cauſe , doth in its way 
modifie and determine al the ations of ſecond cauſes : and if ſo, then 
ſurely the ſubſtrate entitative act of ſin, as hereafter. [3] That 
general indifferent concurſe , which our Adverſaries ſo warmly 
contend for, ſithat they grant it to be cauſativeand influential on 
the ſinful aft, doth equally infer God to be the Author of ſin, as 
our predeter minative concurſe. For if it be cauſative and effe- 
Ctive of the act, then ſurely of that individual act, as determined 
to ſuch an 05j-C>: for to talke of its concurrence to the act 
genere, in the 7: neral, and not 57 1dwviduo , in its individual deter- 
Y 2 mination 
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1n11:ation to its object, is ſuch an abſurditie in Philoſophie , that 
al awakened Philoſophers wil decrie it : for what Tyro cannot 
informe us, that al phyſical ats are ſuppoſitorum , of indrvidual ſn 
gular ſubſtances , and ſo without al peradventure individual and 
lingular : and if ſo, then muſt not their general concurſe reach 
not only the ation in general, but alſo individually conſidered, as 
relating to its obje&, not morally , but phyſically ? And wil it not 
hence follow, that their general concurfe is cauſative of the enti. 
tative act, as determined to its object, and ſo makes God the Ay. 
thor of ſin, as much, at leaſt as wel as our predeterminative con. 
curſe, as more fully Chap. 6. $. 1. Of the particularitie of Divine 
Concurſe ſee Court Gent. P.4. B.2.C.7. $.4. 
(4) The Immediatien of Divine Concurſe ſtrongly demonſtrates 

the predetermination of the wil as to the entitative act of fin 
thereby. Our Adverſarics generally , both Jeſuites, Arminians, 
and new Methodiſts, excepting ſome very few that adhere to Du. 
rand, grant an immediate concurſe tothe entitative- act of ſin; 
which if wel followed wil neceſſarily infer predeterminative con- 
curſe, ſpecially according to the conceſſions of the new Metho- 
diſts; who ſay,That this immediate concurſe reacheth not only the effeft 
and a, (which the Jeſuites and Arminians grant) but alſo the 
very will itſelf, as the immediate efficient of the act, Touching 
this immediate Concurſe ſee Strangius, bb. 1. cap. 10. pag. 54, &c, 
& lb. 2. cap. 5. pag. 163. And among the Jeſuites none has more 
acutely demonſtrated this, than Suarez, Metaphyſ. Diſh. 22. Sett. 1, 
and our Country-man Campton Carleton, in his Philoſ. Univerſ, Diſp, 

28. Sett.2, 3. pag. 318. & Diſput. 29. Sett. 1,2. pag. 323, 324, 

where he demonſtrates ſtrongly , againſt Ld. a4 Dola, That God 

immediately together with the creature produceth the very att of ſin, 
Now hence we thus argue :: If God, together with the human wil, 

immediately produceth the very aCt of ſin, then certainly he muſt 

of neceſſitie predetermine the wil to that entitative aCt : For ſup- 

»oſe the ſinful aft be motus primo primas, as they phraſe it, or a 

mere ſimple volition of the wil, how is it poſſible, that God ſhould 

immediately produce this.act of the wil, without applying the 
wil to the aft? Do not the very Jeſuites, Suarez, Carleton, wi 
others grant, That one and the ſame ſinful att is produced by God 
the human wil ? And doth: not Strangius with others of the New 

Mcthodiſts alſo acknowlege further, That Gods Concurſe to this ſin- 


ful att of the. wil is previous to that of the wil, not only ſimultaneous, as 
| Strang, 
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Strang. kb. 1, cap. 10. pag. $6 2? Yea Strangius and thoſe of his per- 
ſuaſion grant yet more, That Gods immez:ate concurſe reacheth not 
only the att and effett, but alſo the wil itſelf, as Strang. pag. 171. And 
is1t not moſt evident, from theſe ingenuous na of our Ad- 
verſaries, touching immediate concurſe, that God doth predeter- 
mine the wil to the entitative act of ſin? Can we imagine, that 
one and the ſame ſinful act ſhould be produced immediately by 
God and the human wil, and yet God not applie the wil to its 
aft, which is al that is meant by predetermination? Yea, doth 
God not only concur with the wil to one and the ſame act,” but 
alſo influence the wil in the production of that alt, as Strangius 
and others grant, and yet not applie it to at&t ? How is it poſlible, 
that God ſhould influence the wil in the production of any act, 
without actuating or drawing forth the wil to at? And if God 
attuate or draw forth the wil to act , doth he not applie it to the 
a(t, and ſo predetermine the ſame ? Again, doth God by an im- 
mediate concurſe not only influence the wil and its at, but alfo 
antecedently and in a moment of reaſon and cauſalitie before the 
wil concurs to its own aCt, as Strangins allo grants? and doth 
not this give us a more abundant demonſtration, that God pre. 
determines the wil to that act? Can there be any previous con- 
curſe immediately actuating and influencing the wil in its ac, but 
what is predeterminative? Doth not the wil neceſſarily depend 
on the previous concurſe of the firſt cauſe? and ifſo, mult it not 
be applied and predetermined to its att thereby ? But more of 
this previous concurſe in our next Argument. Laſtly, if we al- 
low (with the Jeſuites) nnto God only an immediate concurſe to 
the act of the wil, al thoſe black conſequences which our Adver- 
faries caſt on the Aſſertors of predetermination , may with the* 
ſame ſacilitie be refle&ted on them : for if they make God, by an 
immediate concurſe to concur to the act of ſin, do they not make 
him the cauſe and ſo the Author of ſin as wel as we ?: More of im- 
mediate Concurſe, ſee {orr: Gent. P.4.B.2.C.7.4 4. 


(5) The Prioritie and Antecedence of Divine Concurſe doth in- 5. Prioricie. 


victly demonſtrate its predetermining the wil as to the ſubſtrate 
mater of ſinful ats. We ſhal here reaſſume a Principe already 
eſtabliſhed, and granted by Jeſuites and New Methodiſts, namely, 
That the altion of the firſt cauſe concurring with the ſecond, is not, 
a to paſſive attingence , diſtinit from the aſtion of the ſecond cauſe. 


This is generally granted by the Moliniſts, as Le Blanc, Concil. 
| Arbitr-. 
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Arbitr. par. 3. theſ, 28. pag. 433. and by Fanſenius, Auguſt. tom, 1. 
lib. 5. cap. 20. pag. 119. It's true, the Concurſe of God the firſt 
canks is really different from that of the ſecond, as to attive attin. 
gence or Principe, becauſe Gods concurſe , aCtivgly conſidered, ig 
the ſame with his wil ; yet as to paſſive attingence , the aCtion and 
effe&t produced by God differ not from the action and effe@t pro- 
duced by the ſecond cauſe. This being premiſſed, we procede to 
demonſtrate Divine predetermination to the ſubſtrate mater of 
ſin from the prioritie and antecedence of Divine concurſe , and 
that in and by the following Propoſitions. (1) Prop. The firit 
cauſe doth in order of nature or cauſalitie concur before the ſecond, 
This Propoſition is potently demonſtrated by the acute Dr. Sam, 
Ward, Determinat, de Concurſ. Det, pag. 116, &c, And the argu- 
ments for it are invict : for [1] where there is ſubordination 
and dependence in cauſalitic, which is proper to every ſecond 
cauſe, there poſterioritie is eſſentially appendent. Again, ['2] al 
ſecond cauſes in regard of God are but inſtruments, as eAqumas 
proves: yea the wil of man as dependent on God is but a vital 
inſtrument, albeit in regard of the effect it may ſometimes be ter- 
med a principal Agent : Now doth not every inſtrument ſubſerve 
the principal Efficient ? And doth not that which is ſubſervient 
in order of cauſfalitie move after that which 1s the principal A. 
gent ? But here we are to remember , that when we aſlert Gods 
Concurſe to be previous in regard of its principe and indepen- 
dence, we denie not , but that it is alſo ſimultaneons 1n regard of 
the aCtion and effe&t produced by the ſecond cauſe, as Alvarez, 
bb. 3. de Auxil. Diſput. 19. num. 4. & Twiſſe, Vind. Grat. lib. 2. de 
Criminat. part. 3.pag. 56. But that which we denie is, That Gods 
Concurſe is ſolely concomitant and ſimultaneous; and that [3] be- 
cauſe this ſimultaneous concurſe makes God only a partial cauſe, 
and dependent on the ſecond cauſe in the production of its effect. 
Yea, ſome of the Jeſuitcs grant, That if we conſider the concurſe 
of God abſo!utely, without reſpect to this or that ſecond canſe, 
ſo it is in order of nature before the influxe of the ſecond cauſe. 
So Fonſeca, Metaphyſ. lib. 6. cap. 2. qneſt.5. ſet. 13. The like 
Strangius, lib. 1, cap. 11. pag. 60, 61. Thus alſo Burgerſdicins, Me 
taphyſ. lib. 2. cap. 11. grants, Gods concurſe in fupernaturals to be 
previous, albeit in naturals he would have it to be only ſimultane- 
o#s : Which is moſt abſurd : for the aCtive concurſe of God, being 
nothing elſe but the immanent aft of his wil , muſt ——— 


( 


Lan. 


tus. Aw aw ealo co am, triwioas A tm © oo (op © © , a wm id 


ai. A. A. 44a a 


Re —— —— —— < CPE _— ————— — — —— 


Chap. 5. Argument from Divine Concurſe. 169' 


the ſame in naturals as in ſupernaturals. More of the prioritie 
and Antecedence of the Divine Concurſe, ſee Court Gent. P. 4. 
B. 2.c.7. $.4.p.416. Hence, (2) Prop. This previous Concurſe 
of God as the firſt Cauſe muſt neceſſarily move and applie every ſecond 
- Cauſe to its att and effett. For how is it poſſible, that the ſecond 
cauſe ſhould aCt, unleſſe the firſt move and applie it to its aCt ? 
Can a ſecond cauſe move it ſelf toan at, unleſle it be firſt moved 
thereto by the firſt cauſe ? Whence, (3) Prop. This previous Con- 
curſe of God tn applying and moving the Wil of man to the ſubſtrate 
mater of ſin predetermines the ſame, For if one and the ſame ſin- 
ful ation be produced by God and the human Wil, and God 
concurs in order of nature before the wil, yea premove and ap- 
lie it to the aft, muſt he not neceſſarily predetermine the 
ame? Al the wit and ſubtilitie of our Adverfaries wil never ex- 
tricate themſelves or fatisfie any awakened mind in this point, 
How God doth by a previous concurſe move and attuate the Wil, and 
yet not predetermine it to the aft, Indeed to ſpeak the truth, the 
Sentiments not only of the Arminians, but alſo of the new Me- 
thodiſts, Baronixs, Strangius and others about Concurſe, fal in 
with thoſe of the Jeſuites for a ſimultaneous Concurſe only, albeit 
ſome of them in termes diſown it. 
(6) Laſtly, the ſoverain and abſolute Independence of Gods Con- 6. Abſolute tn- 
curſe gives us further demonſtration of his predetermining the dendence. 
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s wil as to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin. That Gods Concurfe is not 
BW (onditionatebut abſolute and independent, we have copioſely proved, 
f (ourt Gent. P.4.B.2.c.7. $.4. p.412, &c. And indeed, what 
. more abſurd, yea impoſſible, than ſuch a conditionate Concurſe, 
: whereby the Moliniſts and Arminians ſuppoſe Gods concurrence 
, to depend on mans? Is there not hereby an effetual dore open- 
4 ed to a progreſſe intoinfinite ? For if God concur on condition 
5 | that man concnr, doth God concur to that condition, or not ? 
: If not, is there not then ſome aCt of the creature produced with- 


out Gods concurſe ? If God concur to the working of that con- 
dition, then abſolately, or conditionally : if abſolutely, then his for- 
mer Concurſe is not conditional : if conditionally, then what an 
infinitude of Conditions will follow hence ? We take it then for 
granted, that Gods Concurſe is not conditional, but abſolute and 
independent. And hence we thus argue : If God concur abſo- 
lutely and independently to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, then he 
doth predetermine the wil thereto : the conſequence is —_—— 
an 
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and clear : For where two Agents concur totally and immediate. 
ly to one and the ſame aCtion and etfeCt, the one mult neceſſacily 
depend on the other ; and that which depends on another muſt 
be determined by that other : for every cauſe that is dependent 
on-another, is ſo far as it depends thereon determinable thereby, 
It's true, natural corporeous effects have ſome dependence on the 
Sun, without being determined thereby , becauſe the Sun is a li. 
mited cauſe, and has not efficace ſufficient to determine the mater 
is workes on, but is rather determined thereby, and ſo in that re. 
ſpect dependent-thereon : But as for God the firſt cauſe whoſe 
wil, the principe of his concurſe, is omnipotent and molt effica. 
cious, it's impoſlible, that he ſhould have any dependence on, or 
be any way determinable in his concurſe by the mater he workes 
on: he being the molt univerſal caule, __ perfect, and void 
of al potentialitie or paſſive power mult neceſſarily predetermine 
al ſecond cauſes to their atts, but be determined by none, But 
more of this in what immediately follows of the efficace of Gods 
Concurſe. 

4+ The efficace of 3, Having demonſtrated Divine predetermination to the ſub. 

Dive Concw'ſ? ſtrate mater of ſin from the Principe and Nature ot Divine con- 


<-> ua ” curſe, we now procede to demonſtrate the ſame from the Effcace 


Nos autem eo thereof. Strangins, bib. 1. cap. 11. pag.61. albeit he denies Gods 
nomine, [ ſc.in- general Concurſe, whereby he concurs to the mater of ſin, to be pre. 
fluxus commu- qeterminative, yet he grants It is efficaciow, calling it Wigyway, the 
a __ _— force and efficace of God, whereby he ſubordinates ſecond cauſes to him. 
aww ay; ſelf;, ſo that whatever they are or att, they foray depend on him in 

I 


rxdetermina- = 
pm intelli- both reſpefts. And this ingennous conceſſion touching the efficace 


gimus, ſed vim, of Divine concurſe, is al that we require to build our preſent De- 
Srieywer, & monſtration on , which we ſhal diſtribute into two branches, (1) 
ee err Gods efficacious concurſe unto al natxral alts and effefts. (2) Gods 
cundzs fibi fb. Efficacious concurſe to al ſupernatural atts and effetts, 
ordinat, &c. 1. We ſhal demonſtrate Divine predetermination to the ſub- 
Strang.l.1.c.11. ſtrate mater of ſin from the efficacitie of Divine concurſe as to al 
I. Efficacious natural aits and effefts; which evidently appears in the followin 
Concurſe as to . 8 
Katural afts, Particulars. (1) Gods concurſe to al phyſic or natural cauſes , mots- 
ons, and effetts 1 moſt efficacious, This Propoſition the ſacred Scri- 
ptures do abundantly confirme, as Eſa. 26. 12, Rom. 11. 36, Eph. 
I. 11. AA. 17. 28. of which before Chap. 3. $. 1. Thus much 
Strangius and thoſe of his perſuaſion grant us, as before, c. 2. $. 1. 
(2) "The efficace of Divine concurſe dependes on the efficace and deter- 


mination 
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mination of the Drvine wil. For what is efficacious concurſe, con. 

ſidered actively, but the efficacitie of the Divine wil predetermi- 

ning to aCt ſo or ſo? To preſuine that ative concurſe isany thi 

elſe but an immanent efficacious act of the Divine wil is to croſe 

the mind of ſacred Scriptures and the moſt awakened Divines, 

as we have copioſely demonltrated, Court Gent. P.4. B.2. (7.4.3. 

(3) Gods wil being efficacious and determinate determines al ſecond 

cauſes to al their natural attions and effetts, Is it not impoſlible, 

but that the wil of God being omnipotent and determined for the 

produCtion of ſach an action of mans wil, the ſaid aQtion or effect 

mult neceſſarily follow ? Is not the wil of God ſufficiently potent 

to determine the wil of man in al its natural a&ts? Is not the effi- 

cacitie of the Divine wil ſo great, that not only thoſe things are 

done, which God wils ſhal be done, but in that manner as he wils 

them ? Doth not Strangsas confelle ſo much [b. 1. cap. 10. pag.y 5. Non folimfum 
& bib. 2, cap. 11, pag. 266,? Whence if God in his own wil pur. © 92 Dees. 
poſe and determine, that the human wil ſhould produce ſuch or 4, 072 9 
ſuch an action, ſuppoſe that whereto ſin is neceſſarily annexed, is gunt quo Deus 
not the human wil neceſſarily in regard of the Divine wil, and vult fieri, 

yet freely in regard of its own manner of working predetermined Strang.l-2-c.17. 
thereto? This is moſt evident in the crucifixion of dur Lord, ex. *: 255 
preſſed, AF. 2. 23. By the determinate counſel, T5 «uot buri,i.e. AR, 2. 23; 

by the decreed, fixed, determined wil of God, The like AF. 4. 28, 

of which places before, Chap. 3. $. 2. Hence (4) The efficacious 

concurſe of God modifies, and according to its mode determines al ations 

of ſecond canſes, not only neceſſarily but freely. Doth the Divine wil 

determine itſelf to the production of every ſingular individual 

effet? and may it not, yea mult it not then determine the hu- 

man wil to al its natural acts ? Has mans infirme ambulatorie wil 

power to determine al ſuch faculties, acts and effects as are ſubject 

toits Empire ? and has not the Divine wil, which is infinitely 

more efficacious, power to determine al inferior powers, acts and 

effefts ſubject to its univerſal Dominion ? And doth it not hence 

follow, that the ſoverain Divine wil doth by its efficacious con- 

curſe predetermine al the free acts of the human wil , which ne- 

ceſſarily fal under its Empire and modification? See this wel de- 

monſtrated by that judicious Profeſſor Sam. Ward, Determinat. de 

Concurſu Dei, pag. 118, &c., Whence (5) The ani 

terminative concurſe of God equally extendes uſelf to al natural good, 


even to the ſubſtrate mater of ſinſul atts, Strangius and others of 
Z our 


172 Efficaciows Concyr fe Book III, 
our Opponents grant, That Gods efficacious predetermining Con- 
curſe extendes it ſelf not only to al ſupernatural good, but alſo. 
to al natural good, that has not fin intrinſecally annexed to it: 
whence we may, by a paritie of reaſon demonſtrate divine Pre. 
determination to the ſubſtrate mater of al actions, though never 
ſo intrinſecally evil : for the ſubſtrate mater of al actions though 
intrinſecally evil, is naturally good. Take the Hatred of God, 
which is reckoned to be an act moſt intrinſecally evil, and if we 
conſider it in its ſubſtrate mater or entitative act, ſo it is nats- 
rally good, and if it were exerted againſt ſin, its proper obje, 
it would be alſo morally good : So that indeed the ſubſtrate mater 
of bad and good actions is the ſame, namely ſome natural good, 
and Gods Concurſe to the one and other is the fame, Yea this 
indeed is acknowledged by Strangizs, l. 2. c. 3.p. 154. Alnatural 
atts are good by the bonitie of Being, 1. C. enticatively and naturally— 
Ex ſic quantum whence he concludes, and ſo as to Concurſe we ſay, that God con- 
ad. —_ ſun c,y5 i the ſame manner to generation from lawful Matrimonie and 
GO Dont that from adulterie;, becauſe the aftion on both ſides is phyſically of 
concurrere eo- the ſame kind. A great conceſſion indeed, which would our Ad- 
dem modo ad verſaries tully come up unto, how ſoon and how eaſily might we 
generatonem nyt a period to this Controverſie ? For ifthe ſame action may be, 

as to its fubſkrate'rhater naturally good and finful, and both phy- 


ex legitimo 
marimonio ® (ically of the ſame kind, and ſo Gods Concurſe to both the ſame, 
phyfice eadem why then may not God be altowed to predeterrtiine the wil to - 
eſtſpecie utro- the ſubſtrate mater of that which is ſinful, as wel as to the fub- 
bique Uo. . ſtrate mater of that which is good ? Surely if the a&tion be, as 
Strange t« 2+ & tg its ſubſtrate mater, in one and t'other naturally good, and 
S<fe 15s phyſically of one and the ſame kind, there can be no rational 
account given, why God ſhould not predetetmine the wit tothe 
ſubſtrate mater of that which is evil, as wel as to that which is 
good. In ſhort, as there is no moral act fo perfect in this im- 
perfect ſtate, but has ſome vitioſitic adherent to it, fo there is 
no natural act ſo ſinfal, but it has for its fubſtrate mater ſome 
natural good: and as God by predetermining the wil to the 
moral good is no way the Author of the vitiolitie appendent to 
the act ; ſo by predetermining it to the natural ſubſtrate mater 
of the ſinful aCt, he is as much exemted from being the Author 


26 Efcactons of the fin, The ſubſtrate mater of the one and the other being the 


Concurſe as-to ſame, of which more $. 5: Et, 
ſupernatural © 2. We procede to demonſtrate Divine Predetermination to 


a and -E£ſ--- the ſubſtrate mater of Sin from the Efficacitie .of Divine on 
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curſe as to ſupernatural Aft; and Effetts. Our Adverſaries the 
New Methodiſts, Baron only excepted, grant that efficacious. 
Concurſe as to ſupernatural good 15 predeterminative ;, from which 
we no way dout, but to draw an invict Demonſtration, that Di- 
vine Concurſe is alſo predeterminative as to the ſubſtrate mater 
of ſinful as, even ſuch as are intrinſecally evil. This Province 


- we ſhal endeavor to make good by ſeveral Arguments, (1) From 


the Principe of al Predetermination : what is the principe of al 


- Predetermination, but the omnipotent efficacious wil of God ? 


And how are al Acts and Effects predetermined by the Divine 
Wil, but by an immutable predeterminative Decree, termed his 
Determinate Counſel, Act. 2.23? which is ſaid, A. 4.28. ro pre- 
determine the Crucifixion of Chriſt? Doth not therefore the 
ſame determinate (ounſe! or wil of God predetermine the ſub- 
ſtrate mater of ſun, as wel as any a(t morally good ? ls not then 
predetermination as to its att:;ve Artingence or principe one and 
the ſame, both as to natural and ſupernatural good, albeit as to 
its paſſive Attingence and effect it be greatly different ? For al- 
beit there be a double Concurſe required to ſupernatural good, 
one to the ſubſtrate mater, which is a natural good, and the 
other to the moral good, which is ſupernatural, but only a ſingle 
concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of fin; yet in point of efficace 
the predetermination to the later is equal to the former, as to 
Divine efficience : For there is as much power and efficace re- 
quired to predetermine or premove the wil to the ſubltrate mater, 
or natural entitative aCt of ſin, as there is to any ſupernatural 
ood : both are alike facile to the divine omnipotent wil: and 
urely no reaſon can be given, why predetermination is neceſſary 
for the prodution of any gracious act, and not as neceſſary for 
the produCtion of the entitative aCt of ſin: for the Wil of Man 
is equally uncapable of acting at al, as of aCting graciouſly with- 
out Predetermination, whatever ſome may imagine to the con- 
frary. 
G) From the ſubſtrate mater of al natural and ſupernatural good. 
Are not al gracious acts and habits loged in human nature ? 
What is ſupernatural good but a ray of the divine Nature irra- 
diated into human Nature, and ſeated therein as its proper ſub- 
ject ? Is not al grace a ſupernatural mode implanted in human 
nature? whence, if God by efficacious Grace predetermine the 


wil to receive any habitual — or act of Grace, muſt he = 
2 alſs 
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alſo neceſſarily predetermine the wil to the natural aCt which is. 
the ſubſtrate mater of that ſupernatural mode ? And if God pre- 
determine the wil to the natural act of that which is good, muſt 
he not alſo predetermine it to the natural a&t of that which is 
evil? What difference can there be aſſigned between the natural 
act of Crucifying our Lord, which was intrinſecally evil, and 
that of natbin; the Thieves, which was a piece of Juſtice ? 
Did not God then as much predetermine the former as the later ? 


Yea, to raiſe this Argument higher, hath not the ſame ſubſtrate . 


mater, which: is ſupernaturally good and gracious as to its ſub. 
ſtance, ſome modal vitioſitie and obliquitic appendent thereta 
in this imperfect ſtate? If then God predetermine the Wil ta 
the ſubſtrate mater of that which is ſupernaturally good, muſt 
he not alſo neceſſarily predetermine it to the ſubſtrate mater 
of that which is alſo evil? I am not ignorant what is -replied 
hereto, which we no way dout but wil prove invalid, and no 
better than ſmoke or vapor, when we come to enlarge mere fully 
on this Argument, $. 5; 

(3) We demonſtrate the neceſſitie of Divine Predetermina- 
tion to the ſubſtrate mater of what is ſinful, fromthe Inyaliditie 
yea vanitie of thoſe reaſons which are urged by our Adverſaries 
againſt it, which do with as much force ſtrike at Predetermina- 
tion to what is ſupernaturally good. [17] One principal Ob- 
jeftion that our Adverſaries urge againſt predetermination to the 
fubſtrate mater of ſin, ſpecially ſuch ſins as are intrinſecally evil, 
is That it deſtroyes the libertie of the Wil, &c. We ſhal not now 
attemt any anſwer to the Objection, but reſerve it for its proper 
place, (hap. 6. $. 5. only we are to ſhew, that the whole of this 
Objection, and the reaſons urged to enforce it, do- with as much 
force ſtrike againſt al Predetermination, even that which is grant- 
cd to ſupernatural good : For doth not Predetermination to 
gracious adts, lay as much compulſion on the wil, and thence as 
much deſtroy its libertie, as predetermination to the ſubſtrate 
mater of fin? And is not the fame objcftion with its reaſons as 
much urged, and that with as great color of Reaſon, by the 


Moliaiſts and Arminians, againſt al Predetermination to gracious 


aCts ? I muſt confeſſe, 1 could never, neither do I think any elle 
can maintain and defend our ground againſt the Jeſuites and Ar- 
minians, if thoſe reaſons and grounds which our Adverſarics 


2rge againſt Predetermination to the ſubſtrate mater of fin, be ad 
mitted 
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mitted as valid. [27 The like may be faid of that other ob- 
iection or reaſon, why our Adverſaries reje&t Predetermination 
to the fubſtrate mater of hin, namely, That it makes al Gods Laws 
nat: rally and abſolutely impoſſible, &c, Is not this very objeCtion, 
and the reaſon urged to enforce it, as much urged by Moliniſts 
and Arminians, againſt al Predetermination even to gracious 
Ats? And are not the reaſons as valid on the later as on the 
former ſide ? What reaſon do the new Methodiſts give, that Pre- 
determination to the entitative aft of ſin makes Gods Laws im- 
ble, but that it takes away the Wils Indifierence, and de- 
ſtroys the natural power that the wil is inveſted with to att or 
not to at? And doth not Predetermination to good as much 
deſtroy the wils indifference, and its power to act or not to 
at? [3] Our Adverſaries urge, That this Predetermination 
takes away the uſe of Promiſes, Invitations, and al evangelic offers of 
Grace, and ſuppoſeth God nat to deal ſincerely with Sinners, in ma- 
king offers of Grace, and yet irreſiſtibly determining their Wils againſt 
the acceptance of theſe offers ? 1s not this very objection, with its 
reaſon urged, and that with as much force of reaſon by Jeſyites 
and Arminians againſt Predetermination-to-gracious Acts? For 
if no man can entertain thoſe offers of Grace by his own free- 
wil, without a predeterminative Concurſe, are not al gracious 
Promiſes, Invitations, and offers of Grace to Sinners, who fal 
not under this Predetermination, vain and uſeleſſe > Our Adver- 
faries the new Methodiſts generally, (ſome few excepted) denie 
any ſufficient Grace or Free-wil in corrupt Nature for the re. 
ception of evangelic offers and Grace: and is not then the viti- 
ous wil of corrupt Nature as wel determined by its own vitioſitie 
ainſt the offers of Grace, as by the predeterminative Concurſe 
of God? [4] Our Adverſarics objeft, That this Predetermina- 
tion to the entitative att of ſin, ſuppoſeth God to compel and force men 
to ſin, and ſo makgs him to be the real Author of Sin, yea more than 
the Sinner that is under a violent compulſion, &c. and is not this very 
argument urged by Jeſuites and Arminians againſt al Predeter- 
mraation even to what is good, and that with as much color of 
reaſon ? For fay they, If God predetermine the wil to what is 
od, then he compels and forceth the wil to be goed; ſo that 
the wil being under a compulſion cannot be faid to be the Au- 
thor of its own act, but is as a Stock or Stone in the execrcice 


of that at, which deſtroyeth al moral good, &c. Which obje- 
Qion 
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Ction is as valid as that of our Adverſarics, and can never be ſq. 
lidly anſwered if their objection be good; though according tg 
our Principes neither the one or the other objection has any 
force in it, as we ſhal demonſtrate, e. 6.5. 5- To conclude this 
argument, I am very confident, our Opponents the new Metho. 
dilts wil never be able to defend an efficacious determinative 
Concurſe to what is morally or ſupernaturally good, ſo long as 
they denie the ſame to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, which is naty. 
rally good : for al, or at leaſt the moſt of thoſe arguments they 
urge againſt the later, may, and are urged by the Moliniſts and 
Arminians againſt the former, and that with equal force. And 
this Baronius did by his natural acumen foreſee, and therefore 
he took a courſe more ſeemingly rational according to his Prin. 
cipes, though leſle friendly to divine Concurſe, to denie al Pre. 
determination as wel to ſupernatural as natural good; of which 
ſee his Metaph. Seft. 8, Diſput. 3.1.66. &C. p. 136, 

S$. 5. Our fifth Argument ſhal be taken from the Nature of Sin, 
its ſubſtrate mater and formal reaſon. 1. As to the general Idea 
and ſubſtrate mater of ſin, we have demonſtrated, Ch. 1. $. 2. 
(1) That al human afts conſidered in their natural entitie, abſtratted 
from their moral conſtitution, are neither good nor evil. (2) That al 
moral atts whether good or evil receive their formal Conſtitution and 
Determination from the Moral Law. (3) That no buman Att con- 
ſidered phyſically, or according to its natural eutitative ſubſtance, is 
mtrinſecally evil, but only morally, in regardof its moral ſpecification 
or determination to ſuch or ſuch an objett. Hence, (4) That ſm 
has for its ſubſtrate mater ſome natural good. Now theſe Propo- 
ſitions being laid as ſo many Principes, we hence argue, That 
God muſt neceſſarily concur to, yea predetermine the ſubſtrate mater 
of attions intrinſecally evil : For, if al ſinful afts, even ſuch as are 
intrinſecally evil morally, are, —_— to their ſubſtrate mater 
phyſically good, doth it not neceſſarily follow, that God the firſt 
cauſe muſt concur thereto, yea predetermine the ſame ? Muſt 
not every ſecond Cauſe as ſuch be aftuated and ſo determined 
by its firſt Cauſe and his efficacious Concurſe ? Doth not the ſub- 
ordination of the ſecond Cauſe to the firſt, neceſſarily demon- 
ſtrate, not only its dependence on, but alſo Predetermination 
by the ſame in al its natural operations and effeCts? Is not every 
Being by participation neceſſarily limited, defined, and predeter- 
mined inal its natural entitative motions by the firſt Being, which 

is 
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eſo- © is ſuch by Eſſence ® May not this alſo be demonſtrated from 


the very conceſſions of our Adverſaries, who grant, that vitio- 
any © ſitic follows not any Act as a natural Act ? So Strangime, /. 2, c. 


this £ 11. p. 243. We confeſſe, ſaith he, chat Vitioſitie doth not follow the Faremur qui- 
tho. W af of ſin as an aft; for then every att would be ſin; alſo that it dem, _—_— 
non ſequi ac- 


tive MW doth not follow, as the att procedes from God, for then every aft that —_ 
7 as I procedes from God, would have ſin. Now if lin follows not the act — 6 age beg 
of fin as an act, what reaſon can there be why God ſhould not quiomnisaus 
hey I] efficaciouſly concur to, yea predetermine the entitative act of efſerpeccatum, 
and I Sin? This is wel explicated by Ld. Crocizs, (that Breme Pro. ©& Str4ne. 
ſeſſor, who was a member of the Synod of Dorr, and there be. 
ore I gan the New Method) Duodecas, Differt. de Volunt. Dei, Dillert, 
rin- W 8. Theſ. 99. p. 426. © As ts the Att, faith he, of the Divine Wil 
re- I} © about ſin, the effates of Scripture ſeem to contradict themſelves, 
ich I *whiles that ſome expreſlely affirm, That God nils and hates ſms, 
Wand thoſe that commit them, Pſal. 5. 5,6,7. Zach. 8. 17. but 
in, Y others feem to ſay, That God wils, creates, effettes them, Eſa. 45. 
lea Þ ©7. Lam. 3.37, 38. Amos 3.6. But theſe things do wel agree, 
2. & *if the diſtintion be rightly obſerved, ( 1) Between the Act, and 
ted © ©the Vitioſitie of the Act. (2) Between the ACt as it is from 
al & ©God, and as it is fromthe Creature. (3) Between the wil of 
nd © © God decreeing, and the wil of God commanding. Whence 
27. © he concludes, Theſ 100. p.427. © For God wils and produceth, 
© by the Creature as the firſt Cauſe by the ſecond, the ACt, as an 
* Act, of it ſelf indifferent to moral Bonitie, and Vitioſitiez and 
in © * wils and effetes the ſame, albeit depraved by the Creature, as 
o- © finveſted with his moral rectitude, becauſe he produceth it by 
« © *his own power, from his immaculate SanCtitie and Juſtice, 
*which can never be made crooked or corrupted by any ſecond 
©Cauſe. Whence he addes, Thef. 101. © this act eſſentially 
*good, even as defiled by the Creature, God juſtly and holily 
<©uſeth either as an Inſtrument of puniſhment, - or of explorati-- 
© on or exercice, and as an ordinate convenient Medium, accord- 
*ing to his Juſtice for the beſt ends. Theſ. 102. In this ſenſe 
God is ſaid, To create evil, to produce it out of his mouth, to ſend J0- 
© ſeph into Egypt by the Vendition of his Brethren, to rob Job of his 
* rods, to. command Shimei ro crſe David, to uſe Abſolon for the 
* defiling his Fathers Concubines, to deliver Chrift into the hands of 
©Fews and Gentiles. Theſ. 103. For God decreed to produce 
{thoſe afts, as aCts, and to permit the depravation of them by 
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© the Sinners, and to nſe them albcit depraved, wiſely and juſtly 
© toends holily ordaincd by him, - 

2. From the ſor- 2, Divine Predetermination to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin may 
mal reaſon of the alſo demonſtrated from the formal natwre of Sin, which con. 
” ſiſtes in the: privation.of that moral rectitude due to actions, ag 
Ch. 1, $. 2. we have more fully explicated. Whence we thug 
argue: lt every deflexion from the Law of God be ſin, then cer. 
tainly God neceſſarily predetermines to the ſubſtrate mater of 
ſome ſins: and if of ſome, why not of al, even ſuch as are in. 
trinſecally evil? That God predetermines to the ſubſtrate mater 
.of ſome {ins-is evident, and that from the conceſſions of our Ad. 
verſaries, who grant, That God doth predetermine the Wil to aftions 
imperfettly good, which alſo, according to their own confeſſions are 
modally fo ul: Whence we thus argue; The ſubſtrate mater of 
the ſame action as good and as ſinful is the ſame : wherefore, 
if God predetermine the wil to the fubſtrate mater of the aCtion 
as good, mult he not alſo predetermine it to the ſubſtrate mater 
of the ſame action as ſinful? When we ſay, That God preae- 
termixes to the ſubſtrate mater of the ſame attion as ſinfil, As here, 
may not be taken reduplicatively, but only ſpecificatively, i.e. asit 
ſpecifies and diſtributes the ſame action into good, and ſrful, which 
are different modes of one and the ſame ſubſtrate mater or en. 
titative act : ſo that our Opponents granting, that God doth 
predetermine the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of the action as im. 
perfectly good, how can they poſſibly denie, that God prede- 
termines 1t alſo to the ſame ſubſtrate mater which is modally 
ſinful? When l can ſee a rational ſolution given to this argu- 
ment, ( which I deſpair of) I ſhal think our Adverſaries have 
done much ſervice to their Cauſe, But they replie, If God con- 
cur by determnunative influence to imperfeity good attions, it doth not 
thence follow, that he concurs to attwons intrinſecally, and in the ſub- 
ſtance of them evil. But I conceive this evaſion wil ſoon vaniſh 
into ſmoke and vapor, if we conſider wel, (1) That the leaſt 
ſin may not be imputed unto God as the Author of it, any more 
than the greateſt : the difference between fins modally and in- 
trinſecally evil finds no place here: dare our Adverfarics ſay, 
that God is the Author of that modal fin which adheres to aCti- 
ons imperfectly good, but not of that intrinſecal evil- which is 
in the hatred of God, or the like? Whence, (2) The force of 
our Argument ariſcth from this paritie of reaſon, If God doth 
| concur, 


T 
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concur, yea predetermine the wil to an att only modally ſin- 
ful, without falling under the imputation of being the Author 
of ſin, why may he not alſo predetermine the wil to the ſub- 
ſtrate mater of that which is intrinſecally evil, without the like 
imputation ? Albeit there be a diſparitie in the ſins, yet is not 
the paritie of reaſon for the one and the other the ſame ? Ought 
we not to be as cautelous in exemting the Sacred Majeſtie of 
God from having any hand in the lealt ſin, as in the greateſt ? 
And if we allow our ſelves the liberye of making him the au- 
thor of the leaſt ſin, wil not that open a wide gate for atheiſtic 
blaſphemous wits to impute ts him the greateſt ſins? Whence, 
if we can prove, what our Adverſaries wil never be able to dil- 
prove, yea what they approve of, namely, that God doth pre- 
determine the wil to the ſubſtrate mater or entitative aCt, which 
is imperfetly good, but modally ſinful, it thence follows by ne- 
ceſlary conſequence and inevitable paritie of reaſon, that he 
can and doth predetermine the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of that 
which is intrinſecally evil, without the leaſt imputation of be- 
ing the Author of ſin annexed thereto. I would fain have 
our Opponents weigh impartially the force of this Argu- 


ment. 


Permiſſion; which is either legal or natural : Natural Permiſſion 
is either divine or human; and both either negative or poſitive. 
(1) God gives no legal Permiſſion or Indulgence to ſin, but on the 
contrary ſeverely prohibites it, and that on pain of death. 
(2) Gods natural Permiſſion as Reftor of the World is not of ſin ſim- 
ply as ſin, but 4s conducible to the principal ends of his divine Guber- 
nation, It's true, Divine Permiſſion regardes not only the ſub. 
ſtrate mater of ſin, but alſo ſin formally conſidered, and fo fin 
under that reduplication, as ſin, yet not ſimply conſidered, but 
as it has a tendence or conducibilitie to the advance of Divine 
Glorie: and ſo much is confeſſed by Srrangine, /. 2.c. 22.p. 399. 
If the” Reduplication- be joined to the terme ſin, it's true, that ſin as 
ſin 1s permitted by God, phyſically not morally. Yet I adde, not ſim- 
ply, but reſpeftively, as conducible to Gods ſupreme ends of Go- 
vernment. And Lud. (rociue, Duodec. Diſſert. 8. Theſ.74. pag. 415. 
allertes, That God, albeit he wils me decrees only the material of ſin, 

a yer 


$. 6. Our next Argument for Gods Predetermination to the 5. 4rg. from 
ſubſtrate mater of ſin ſhal be drawen from his Permiſſion of Sin. 6945 Prrmiſſien 
And to make way to this demonſtration we mult diſtinguiſh of 7 ** 
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t he permits the formal of fin , not as ſin, but as the puniſhment o 
Fw as bo explicates biafaf pag. 4.30. or 3) There gp vaſt fe. 
rence between Gods natural permiſſion of ſin, and mans : al mankind 
being by their near cognation and mutual dependences each on 
other, as alſo by the allegeance they owe to God, under an eſfſen- 
tial obligation to impede and hinder ſin to the utmoſt of their 
power, in themſelves and in each other , hence it follows, that 
they cannot permit fin , without being partakers in the ſin they 
voluntarily permit : they are bound by the Law of their Maker 
and by their communion in human nature to hinder the egreſles 
of ſin what they may, But is the ſoverain God under. any ſuch 
eſſential obligation to man? Do not al men depend on him, but 
he on no man ? Is he under any obligation, more than what the 
reCtitude of his own nature and wil dictates to him, to hinder 
fin or give grace ? May he not as Rector of the Univerſe, not only 
ſuſpend his own influences, but alſo efficaciouſly and aCtively per- 
mit his mutable creature to fal into ſin , for the advance of his 
own glorie? Hence (4) Divine permiſſion is not only negative, but 
alſo poſurve and efficacious. [1] Gods negative permiſſion of {in is 
by withdrawing the quid prohibens , the bridle of reſtraining and 
preventing Grace, both habitual and aCtual z; which is not pro- 
perly a privation of any grace due from God , but only a »egation 
of undeſerved, and peradventure abuſed grace, This permiſſion 
we terme negative, not in regard of the principe or ſubject, as if 
Gods wil were negative, and not efficacious ; but only in regard 
of the terme that follows , namely ſin, which is the conſequent, 
albeit not an effe&t of this negative permiſſion, [2] By Gods 
poſitrve and efficacious permiſſion we underſtand his wiſe and provi- 
dential Diſpoſition, Limitation, —_— and Diretton of al ſin, 
ſoas it ends and determines in the advance of his own glorie, & 
ther in a way of vindiQtive juſtice, or triumphant mecrcie. 

Theſe things being premiſſed, our demonſtration naturally and 
with much facilitie reſultes thus : That which God doth, by the de- 
terminate abſolute counſel of his omnipotent wil , voluntarily and effica- 
ciouſly permit, that as to its ſubſtrate mater muſt neceſſarily be predeter- 
mined by him : But now God doth , by the determinate abſolute connſel 
of bis own wil, voluntarily and efficaciouſly permit fin : Ergo, &c. The 
Major dependes on, and receives ſufficient evidence from that ap- 
proved Maxime granted by Srrargms and others , namely , that 


' Divine predetermination i adequate to Divine predefinition or preae- 


ſtination 
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ftination;, ſo that whatever is abſolutely predefined or decreed by | 
God, is alſo predetermined by him : whence whatever God doth 
by the abſolute determinate counſel of his wil determine or de- 
cree to permit , that muſt be predetermined by him , as before, 
$. 3. So that our main work wil be to make good our minor z 
which we dout not but to performe in and by the following Pro- | 
politions. (1) Prop. Drvine permiſſion of ſin is not merely negative, 

otioſe, or contemplatvve. To make Gods permiſſion of ſin to be an 

idle or naked contemplation or looking on, with a ſuſpenſion of | 
Divine aſſsſtances, was the proper ſentiment of Epicurns , and is | 
moſt agreable to Epicurean practices , but moſt oppoſite to Chri- 

ſtianitie. It's true, man oft permits things, becauſe they are in- 

different, or becauſe he is ignorant of their vitioſitie , or at leaſt 

wants power to impede and hinder them : but may any of theſe 

defe&s be imputed to the ſoverain moſt wiſe ReQor of the Uni- 

verſe? Is he capable of any ignorance ? are any things indifferent 

to him ? Do not althings ſome way conduce to his glorie? or 

wants he power to hinder men in their ſinful courſes ? (2) ' D#- 

vine permsſſion of ſin 1s by the determinate abſolute counſel of the Di- 

vine wil, For doth not God wil or decree the exiſtence of ſin ? 

otherwiſe how comes it to palle ? Can any thing be, but what God 

hath decreed ſhal be ? Doth not God alſo order, limit, diſpoſe, 

and dire& al fin to his own ſupreme ends? And doth not God 

order althings according to the efficacious, determinate, abſolute 

counſel of his own wil? What is providence but the omniſcient 

ſoverain diſpoſition of the Divine wil ? May we imagine that fin * 

comes into the world againſt or beſide the Divine omnipotent 

wil ? This is wel explicated by Zu. {Focius, ( who generally fol- Deus vulr ac 

lows the new Method) Duodecas Diſſertat. de Volumtate Des , Diſ- _ _ 

ſert. 8. Theſ. 74. pag. 415. God wils and decrees the material of ſm as, & 
. not the formal , and he permits the formal not the material, Yea, permittic for- 
q Str angizs himſelf, 1. 4.c. 8.p. 832. grantits us, That whatever is done male non ma- 
2 by God permitting it , us alſo whatever is ſaid tobe tlone by a negative "lac, C10 
Py attion of God, in regard of the externe tranſunt attion , us yet always 
r- underſtood to be done by a poſitrve ation, in oo of the mterne im- 
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e manent attion, namely of Gods wil. Hence, (3) Divine permiſſion of 
Ie fin is moſt attvue and efficacions. For what more active and effica- 
p- cions than the Divine wil , which is the fountain of Divine per- 


at miſſion * What is Gods permiſſion or not willing to hinder ſin, 
le- but his actual yolition or willing not to kinder it? and doth not 
T Aa 2 this 
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this ſpeak his efficacious ordering and direCting of ſin ta 'hisown 
glorie ? Noth not the ſacred Pagine generally expreſſe Gods per- 
miſſion of ſin in the moſt active.and emphatic notions? What 
Verbes among the Hebrews note more energie and efficacitie, 
than ſuch as are in Hiphi/ and Piel? And yet are not theſe tre- 
quently uſed to expreſſe Gods permiſſion of ſin, as Strangins, pap. 
839%? Whence (4) May we net conclude, that Dwvine permiſſion 
of ſin neceſſarily. preſuppoſeth Divine predetermination to the ſubſtraze 
mater of ſia? Surely if God doth. by the determinate abſolute 
counſel of his wil efficaciouſly permit ſin, he can with as much fa. 
cilitie and efficace hinder it if he pleaſe : But how can he efficaci- 
ouſly hinder ſin, unleſſe he predetermine the wil to the ſuſpenſion 
of the entitative at ? And if God predetermine. the wil to. the 
ſuſpenſion of the entitative aCt, may he not as wel predetermine it 
to the produttion of the ſame act ? See more of this Argument 
from Gods permiſſion of ſin, Rhetor. de Provident. cap.6. pag.67. 
7: Arg.from Di= $.7. Another Argument to demonſtrate Divine predetermi- 
vine Providence nation to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin may be taken from the Prov. 
fine dence of God, which ſeems greatly, yea (may we notay ? ) moſtly 
concerned about the ſins of men. (1) Gods providence in the 
conſervation of the entitative a@ of ſin ſtrongly demonſtrates his 
predetermination thereof, Durandus himſelf grants, That al 
real Beings.are conſerved by God : How can God conſerve the ma- 
terial entitative aCt of ſin, but by predetermining the ſame ? Sup- 
Poſe the act of ſin.be a mere ſimple immanent volition , it is moſt 
certain, that this aCt cannot be infallibly and invincibly conſerved 
by God, unleſſe he predetermine the wil to ſuch a conſervation: 
and if God predetermine the wil to the conſervation thereof, 
why not alſo te its produftion? What is conſervation , as to 
God,. but continued creation or production * (2) Gods provi 
dential Reſtriftion, G wbernation, and Ordination of fin unto his own 
glorie doth potently demonſtrate his:predetermination to the 
material entitative act thereof. Albeit:God be not the Author 
of ſin, yet. he is the Orderer thereof : and how can he be the ſo- 
verain Orderer of it ,. unleſſe he applie the wil to the entitative 
at: thereof ? Our: Adverſaries. the New Methodiſts generally 
grant, That God doth regulate, diſpoſe and order al mens ſins. unto 
bi own glorie. Thus Strangins, lib. 4.. cap. 8. pag. 832. ſaith , That 
God auth rule, moderate, and order the ſins that '# permats, &ec, Yea, 
Barons , Metaphyſ. Set. 8. Diſput. 3. pag. 158. ſaith, That Grd 
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Chap. 5: Argament from Divine Providence about Sin. 
doth preſide over mens wicked wils, and rules and governs them, yea, by 
his Devine providence ordains them to one ſin rather than to another, 
&c, And ſo much that apocryphous Author, W:/d. 8. 1. teach- 
eth us, namely, That wiſdome, ['or Divine providence] reacheth from 
one end to another mightily, and yet ſweetly ordereth althings : which 
Bernard ghus excellently deſcants on : Afghtily for itſelf, but ſweet- 
ly fer me. And doth Divine providence order althings moſt po- 
rently or mghrily ? And mult not alſo mens ſins be included under 
this univerſal diſpoſition ? And how can God order mens ſins 
mightily or infallibly bor his own glorie , unleſſe he predetermine 
the wil to the material entitative act ? Take afts molt intrinſe- 
cally evil, even the hatred of God, the commun inſtance given by 
our Adverſaries, and unleſſe we grant, that God doth infallibly 
applie and predetermine the wil to the material entitative aft, 
what wil become of the providence of God ? would it not ſoon 
be baniſht out of the world ? Doth not the ſacred Pagine aſſure 
us, that-al men by nature before converſion are Haters of God, 
Rom, 1. 30. Svorvydrs, and enemies to God, Rom. 8.7 ?' And hence, 
are not al the human aQts of men in ſuch a ſtate ſpirited with ha- 
tred and enmitie againſt God ? Now if God doth not predeter- 
mine, s. e. applie the wils of ſuch men to their material entitative 
acts put forth by them, what room is there left for Divine provi- 
dence among ſuch ? Would not this Antitheſis of our Adverfaries 
exemt al Pagans that ever were- or ſhal be, al unconverted Jews, 
yea nineteen parts of twenty at leaſt among ſuch as are called 


Chriſtians from any predetermination or cfhicacious gubernation - 


of Divine providence? I would fain have our Opponents ſeri- 
ouſly to conſider this, and how much their Antitheſis tcads to 
Epicurean Atheiſme, which cuts off the providence of God from 
intermedling with human affaires : certainly nothing more dack- 
ens the glorious beautie and perfection of Providence : wonld 
the wiſe ReCtor ever have ſuffered ſin to have come into the 
world, had he not known how to have wrought his own ends by 
it, yea infallibly to have predetermined it to his own ends ? ls 
not the Lord of Lords ſerved in his own houſe, this great Uni- 
verſe, by the veſlels of diſhonor, 2.7m. 2.21? Has he not power 
tolet forth the ſins of men, and reſtrain them at his plcaſure ? 
And how can he do this, if he do not predetermine the wils of 
men to the entitative afts? Doth any thing more direCtly con- 


duce to the perfection of Divine providence , than that it doth 
determi-.. 


183 


134. 


Argument from Divine Providence about. fon. Book [1 
determinately wil and predefine althings, and deſtine them to the 
ends intended by him ? And can God performe this, unleſſe he 
move and applie al ſecond cauſes to their determinate acts and 
effets? And can this be perfeted , if Diviae providence do not 
predetermine the wils of men and al their acts, even fuch as are 
moſt ſinful , conſidered materially and entitatively, to their cer- 
tain determinate effets ? Doth it not belong to the perfeCtion of 
Divine providence, not only to ordain means for an end, but alſo 
infallibly to attain the end by the means appointed ? and can Gad 
infallibly attain the end appointed by mens fins, unleſle he infalli 
bly determine the wil to the entitative aCt of ſach ſins? Should 
God appoint means for an end, and leave it to the indiflerence of 
mans ambulatory wil to execute thoſe means, or not, how could 
Divine providence reach its end infallibly ? Yea how could God 
ever attain any certain preſcience that his end ſhould be attain. 
ed ? Suppoſe it to be the Crucifixion of our Lord , appointed by 
God as a means abſolutely neceſſary for the ſalvation of ſinners; 
I demand, how this end can be infallibly attained by this meang, 
ſo abſolutely neceſſary, unleſſe God predetermine the wils of his 
bloudy enemies to this entitative a& of crucifying the Lord of 
Glorie, which on their parts was intrinſecally evil? Again , how 
conld the omniſcient God infallibly foreknow , that any fianer 
ſhould ever be faved by this means, if the means were not prede. 
fined and predetermined by hin,? Were the Providence of God 
about mens fins only general and indifferent, without a particular 
modification , application and determination of the entitative 
a&t, would not the influxe and concurrence of mans free wil be 
exemted from the influxe , providence, and wil of God ? It's x 
good Aphoriſme of Aquinas, par. 1.4.22.That Divine providence ex- 
rendes itſelf only to ſuch things, unto which Divine cal ria extende: 
sſelf ; and certainly Divine cauſalitie extendes itſelf tono ſecond 
cauſe, act, or effect, but what it predetermines: For wherein cot 
ſiſtes that cauſalitie of the firſt cauſe on the ſecond , but in apply- 
ing the ſecond to its aft ? And if God applies the ſecond cauſe to 
its aft, doth he not predetermine the ſame ? May we not thet 
hence regularly conclude, that if God doth not predetermine the 
wil to the natural entitative act of ſin, he has no preſcience of, 
nor providence about that ſinful-aft , neither can he infallibly 
reach his intended end thereby? Laſtly, what would become 
of Chriſts providential Kingdome as Mediator , ſhould he not 
predeter. 
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Chap, 5. Argument from creatural Dependence. 

ctermine the wils of wicked men to the entitative act of their 
ins? Has not Chriſt as Mediator purchaſed al the ſervices and 
actions of the moſt wicked men, ſo far as to render them infalli- 
bly ſubſervient to the advance of his own Kingdome? and has 
not God the Father put the government of the world into his 
hands? Is he not King of Nations , as wel as King of Saints ? Do 
not al Kings reign by him ? has he not power given him over al 
fieſh, as wel ſinful as ſacred ? And doth he not order althings in 
the wiſeſt manner for the good of his people and his own glorie, 
as Rom. 8. 28? And is it poſlible, that the ſinful ations of wicked 
men ſhould infallibly ſubſerve the good of the Church and the 
zlorie of Chriſts mediatory Kingdome, did he not infallibly pre- 
determine them to the ſubſtrate mater of their ſins? How could 

, an hater of God , be his ſhepherd , to deliver the captive 
| 9g ſhould not God have predetermined him to al his linful 
atts? Can wicked men, whoſe ations are al intrinſecally evil, 
becauſe ful of hatred againſt God , do ſuch ſervice , without the 
leaſt diſſervice as to the ſpiritual ſtate of the people of God, were 
got their wils predetermined to the entitative acts of their fins ? 
Can we imagine how Chriſt, into whoſe hands the adminiſtration 
of althings here below is put, could ſo wiſely, potently, and irre- 
iſtibly order and diſpoſe of al the ſins of men, for the ſupreme 
ends he has deſigned them to, unleſle he doth predetermine mens 
wils to al their entitative aQts, though never ſo intrinſecally evil ? 
Certainly the Antitheſis of our Adverſaries would diveſt Chrift 
of the principal part of his Government as Mediator in his pro- 
vidential Kingdome. See more of Gods efficacious predetermi- 
native Providence about the fubſtrate mater of ſin, in Zuinglaw, 
d& Providentia, pag.375, 376, &c. Rhetor. de Provi.'ent. & Court 
Gent. P.4. B.2.C.g. 4.2. 
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$. 8. Our laſt Argument for the demonſtration of Gods prede- 8. 4rg. fom 


terminative Concuyle to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin ſhal be taken creatura! Depene 
from the eſſential and abſolute dependence of the creature on God, nt 


This argument, albeit laſt 7 execnr:o::, yet is it (as they ſay the 
end is) fir## im intention, efficace, and dignitie z, in ſo much as that 
the ſtouteſt of our Adverſaries ſecm to have a venerable eſtime 
for it. Baronim, HMetaphyſ. Seft. 8. Diſput. 3. num. 58 pag. 129. 
ſtrongly proves againſt Durandus , That al create Beings depend on 
God not leſſe as Agents, than as Beings, Yea, nim.61. pag. 131. he 
proves, That dependence on God not o»1y in being, but alſo m operation 

is 


Argument from creatural Dependence. Book Ill, 
15 intrinſecal or eſſential to the creature , ſo that it tmplies a comrad;. 
ttion to be a create being, and not to depend on God mn being and opera- 
tion. Strangias in like manner concurs herein, {þ, 1. cap. 11. p.61, 
as elſewhere. And Le Blanc, de Concord. Libert. par. 3. the. 57. 
pag. 438. concurs with Placew in this ſentiment , That provided 
God be not made the Author of ſin , we cannot too mucb eſtabliſh the 
dependence of the ſecond cauſe on the firſt m atting. Lud. Crocing, 
(who is alſo a new Methodiſt) Duodecas Diſſertat. de Volunt. Des, 
Diſſert. 8. pag.4.15, 416. demonſtrates our Hypotheſis from this 
very argument, namely, That God muſt wil and decree, (which in- 
cludes predefinition and predetermination) the material of ſin, be. 
cauſe otherwiſe there would be an attion independent as to God. But 
yet ſome of the Jeſuites tranſcend the New Methodiſts in aſſert. 
ing this dependence of the creature on God:; as (ompton Carleton, 
Plloſ. Diſput. 28, Seft. 2, 3. & Snarez, Metaph. Dip. 31. Set. 14, 
As for mine own ſentiments of the creatures abſolute and eſlen- 
tial dependence-on God the firſt and only independent Being,they 
arc copioſcly explicated and demonſtrated, Court Gent. P.4.. B.2, 
C. g. and I muſt confeſſe, I was the more prolixe, and, according 
to what capacitie I have, curious herein, in order to the demon- 
{tration of Gods efficacious predeterminative Concurſe, as wel to 
the ſubſtrate mater of evil as of good aQts : and therefore I ſhal 
now only touch on this argument , referring the inquiſitive Rea- 
Hic influxus Qer to what is there more fully laid down. We have there de. 
= —_ monſtrated, (1) That creatural dependence # involved in the very 
ww ror Hoa eſſence of the creature \, ſo that to ſuppoſe a creature independent in ope- 
tiam cauſz ſe- ration, implies a flat contradittion, as S. 5,6. (2) That creaturd 
cundz, & de- dependence importes ſubordination , inferioritie , and poſterioritie , as 
| wy nay 4 %. 7.pag. 519. So much alſo is granted by Strangins, bb. 1. cap. 11, 
Deo vrefuryo- P42: 61. Where he proves, That Divine concurſe influenseth not only 
me oy wm of the att and effett , but alſo the ſecond cauſe, which infers dependence of 
Dei in eam; the ſecond cauſe on the effett ,” and thus dependence notes inferioritie and 
dependentia poſter;oritie, Hence we thus argue : If dependence in eperation be 
ea inr FP eſſential to the create wil, and argues ſubordination, mferioritie, 
19uid infer1us "ono "tv ; 
& poſterius co and poſtertoritie as to Divine concuu ſe, then it neceſſarily follows, that 
2 quo depen- the human wil be predetermined by the efficacious concurſe of God in al 
det, Strang. l.I. its operations, even ſuch as have ſin annexed to them. The reaſon 
F-11-p.61. of the conſequence is to me very evident, [1] From the ſubor- 
dination of the ſecond cauſe, ſuppoſe it be the human wil, to the 
ficſt : For when there is a direct {ubordination of the ſecond cauſe 
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Chap. 5- Argument from creatural Dependence. 


to the firſt , the ſecond cauſe cannot pollibly a&t but as ated by 
the firſt: this is eſſential to the laws of ſubordination , which 
notes a ſubjecion to, and paſlive reception of the ſubordinate 
cauſe from that to which it 1s ſubordinate : ſo that if the buman 
wil be ſubordinate to the efficacious Concurſe of God in the en- 
titative act of ſin, it muſt be efficaciouſly applied to the ſaid aft 
thereby : and what is this but predetermination? [2] The ſame 
may be demonſtrated from the :ferioritie of the creatures wil to 
God the firſt cauſe : For the human wil is by reaſon of its depen- 
dence ſo far inferior to the Divine wil and its cauſalitie, as that it 
is juſtly reputed no more than a vital inſtrument thereof : And is 
it not eſſential to an inſtrument to act only in force and efficace 
from the principal efficient? Aquinas aſſures us, That al ſecond 
cauſes att only by virtue received from the fr cauſe , as mechanic in- 

the wil be only an inſtru- 
ment of Divine efficience, mult it not neceſſarily be applied to al 
its acts thereby ? [3] We may laſtly demonſtrate the ſame from 
the poſtercoritre of the ſecond cauſe : where there is prioritie in a 
way of ſubordination, there the poſterior cauſe cannot move or 
act , unleſſe moved and ated by the prior or precedent cauſe : 
and if the wil be premoved and ated by efficacious concurlſe, 
which Strangins and other new Methodiſts grant, as before $. 4. 
I cannot ſee how it can with any ſhadow of reaſon be denied, that 
God predetermines the wil to al its natural ats, though ſin be 
annexed thereto. To me it is an eternal truth , that either the 
wil of man dependes on the wil of God for al its natural motions, 


or the wil of God dependes on the wil of man; which to afkrme 


is a degree of blaſphemie. 
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CHAP. VL 


The Objections againſt Predetermination to the ſubſtrate 
mater of Sin ſolved. 


This Hypotheſis of predeterminative Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of 
ſin (1) makes not God the Author of ſin. [1] Baronius's obje. 
Hon ſolved, in that God concurs to the ſpecification of ſinful aits not 

morally, but phyſically. [C27] Strangius's objettion ſolved, in that 
God concurs to the entitative att of ſins intrinſecally evil, not only in 
general, but as determined to their objeft phyſically not morally : An 
indeterminate abſtratt aft a mere Chimera. General Reaſons why 
aur Hypotheſis makes not God the Author of ſm. (2.) Our Hypo- 
theſis not contrary to the Eſſence and Attributes of God , his Sunce- 
ritte, Fuſtice, Mercie, Sanfitie, (3) Gods Precepts and Promiſ- 
ſes not made impertinent , by predeterminative Concurſe to the enti- 
tative att of ſin : The uſe of general Precepts, Promiſſes, and Invi- 
tations. (4) Predetermination to the entitative att of ſin coth rot 
overthrow Religion, or open the dore to impieties. (5) Predcter- 
minative Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin deſtroys not human 
Libertie. 


$.1.T FAving copioſely demonſtrated our own Hypotheſis, and 

H that as wel by artificial as inartificial Arguments, we 
now come to the ſolution of ſuch ObjcCctions as our Adverſarics 
urge againſt us: and here indeed what Lafantis wittily men- 
tions of Arceſilas the Academic, That when he deſtroyed the Philo- 
Jophers, he aid alſo with the ſame ſword deſtroy himſelf; ſo that he had a 
ſword, but not a ſhield, is moſt true of our Adverſaries, who whiles 
they think and endeavor to deſtroy our Hypotheſis by their ob- 
}Etions, they do indeed deſtroy their own ; ſo that whilcs they 
uſe their Sword againſt us, they want a ſh7e!d ſor their own defenſe, 
This I no way dout but to make apparent in our ſolutions to 


Their objeCtions. The Adverfarics of free grace and efficacious 


grace have in al ages of the Church turned the edge of their 
ſwords and principal forces againſt the Doctrine of Reprobation, 
and Gods efficacious Concurſe to and Providence over ſinful acts, 
becauſe in theſe oppoſitions they conceit they can moſt ſecurely 
concele themſelves under a pretexte of vindicating Divine Benig. 

aitic, 
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Chap. 6. to the ſubſtrate mater of Sip. 

nitie, Juſtice, and Sanctitie : hence mens corrupt minds have al. 
ways endeayored to lode this Hypotheſis, of Gods efficacious 
Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, with al manner of black 
prejudices and ugly conſequences, as if it made the holy God the 
Author of ſin, cruel, &c. This oppoſition began very early, even 
by the Gentile Philoſophers, as it appears in the Dif} pute between 
Celſus and Origen, Orig. contr. Celſ. lb. 6. And the Pelagians im. 
puted the ſame to Auguſtin , as if he introduced a fatal neceſſitie, 
whereby he made God to impel men to ſin, &c. of which ſee Fanſer. 
Auguſt. Tom, 1,1ib. g.cap. 15. pag. 115, 116. and elſewhere. But 
thele black and ſcandalous —_— have been in al Ages wi- 
ped off by the Orthodox, and we no way dout but wil be til 
more and more diſpelled into mere ſmoke and vapor, as Evan- 
gelic light doth more and more ſhine forth in its meridian glorie, 
as Prov, 4. 18, 


1, The principal Objection which our Adverfaries urge againſt ObjeR. r. Tha: 


Gods predeterminative Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of {in, is, warns 5p 
mates Goa the 


Author of ſin. 


That it makes God the Author of ſin, yea, more the Author of it than 
the ſinner himſelf. This objection is greatly exaggerated by our 
Opponents, with many rhetoric flouriſhes and pompoſe triumphs; 
but with how little weight and force of reaſon wil appear by the 
following Conſiderations. 


I. This Objection is urged by Baronins, Metaph. Seft.$. Diſp.z. Baronius's 4r- 
num. $3. pag. 150. where he enforces it with this reaſon : If God £wment exami- 


predetermine the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, then God is the cauſe *** 
why the attion 1s of ſuch a ſpecies or kind, i.e. the ſpecification of the 
[inful attion is from God: But the attion as it is of ſuch 4 ſpecies has 
vitiaſitie neceſſarily attending it : therefore God is the carſe why thar 
ation has vitioſitie adherent tot, For a more ful ſolution of this 
argument weare to conſider, (1) that the force it has is from 
that rotten Pelagian Principe , That God concurs to the ſubſtrate 
mater of ſin only by a general indifferent concurſe , as the Sun concurs 
to the produttion of Monſters; which Baroniss aſſertes , pag. 143. 
And Le Blanc, Concil. Arbitr. par. 3. the. 35. pag. 4.34. teſtifies the 
ſame of him. Now this principe is ſo abſurd, and contradictory 
to the Scriptures, that moſt of the New Methodiſts renounce it. 
But (2) we eaſily grant, that God doth not concur to the ſinful a- 
Qion as it- is of ſuch 4 ſpecies Or kind morally conſidered : the moral. 
ſpecification of the ſinful aCt is not from God, hut the ſinner, Yea, 
(3) we further grant, that w_— not concur to the ſpeciſica- 
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tion of the ſinful aCt as a particular cauſe : for albeit God concur 
by a particular concurſe to al afts, yet not as a particular cauſe, 
Thus Szarez, Metaphyſ. Diſpnt. 17. ſett. 2. pag. 403. © The firſt 
* cauſe is more Principal than the ſecond z and yet ſimply and 
© properly the efteCt is not attributed to the firſt , -but:to the le. 
© cond cauſe : for when a man waikes or ſees, &c. God 1s not ſaid 
* to walk, albeit he more principally effetes thoſe motions than 
*man— Wherefore thoſe denominations of walking , ſeeing, 
© &c. are not attributed to God, becauſe they are not-taken from 
© pure efficience , but from the information and reception of the 
* motion or of the effect: for he is not ſaid ro ſee, who is in any 
© reſpect (aid to be the cauſe of ſeezng, but he that ſo produceth it, 
* as that he is informed thereby ;. yea. from this laſt. habitude the 
* denomination is chiefly taken, &c. An excellent ſolution of 
this objection urged by Baronius , ſhewing us how the proper de- 
nomination or ſpecification of particular aCts is taken from the 
particular cauſe, not the prime univerſal cauſe. W hence (4) we 
anſwer poſitively, that God concurs to the ſpecification of ſinful 
acts materially or entitatively conſidered as a phyſic univerſal cauſe, 
#,c. God doth not-only concur by a general indifferent concurte 
to the material entitative act of ſin, but he doth by a particular 
efficacious concurſe ſo modifie and determine the entitative act, as 
that the natural ſpecification and individuation thereof may be a- 
{cribed to him as the God of Nature. And thus much indecd is 
granted by Srrangius , hb. 2. cap. 3. pag. 154. We ſay not therefore, 
that God concurs only by a general influxe , as the Sun concurs mn the 
Same manner to the generation of a man and of an harſe, and mouſe, 
but we determine the influxe of Gad to be ſpecial unto ſpecial effe1:, as 
they are phyſically diſtinguiſhed ſpecie or in kind, and to every k:nd of 
entitie, but not to the reaſon of moral vitioſitie , which conſiſtes in pri- 
vation, This ingenuous conceſlion of Srrangins is as much as we 
contend for , or need by way of anſwer to this objeCtion of Bare- 
zius : for who among us doth aſſert , that the moral vitioſitie of 
ſin, which conſiſtes in a privation, is from God , or ſpecified by 
him : it ſuſficeth us, that the phyſic or natural ſpecification and 
| 1ndividuation of the material entitative act of ſin be from God 
as the univerſal Cauſe of al Naturals. (5) If men contend about 
the terme ſpecification , as that which properly belongs to the ſe- 
cond particular cauſe, I can'eaſily part with it, and ſubſtitute in 
the ropm thereof a terme equivalent thereto.in point of ——_— 

namely 
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namely modification, which is uſed by our acute Dr. Sam, Ward, in 
bis Determination of Gods (oncurſe, pag. 117. where he ſ{trenuouſly 
demonſtrates, That the previous Concurſe of God, as the firit cauſe, 
doth according to its mode modefie and determine al the attion: of ſecond 
cauſes. So that the ſum of our anſwer is this : albeit God doth 
not as a particular cauſe concur to the ſinful 'aCt as of ſuch a ſpe- 
cies or kind morally conſidered, yet he doth «fficaciouſly concur 
to, ſpecifie, or rather modifie the ſubſtrate mater or entitative act 
phylically conſidered , without the leaſt imputation of being the 
Author of its moral vitioſitie, 
2, We come now to Stra71s's argument to prove , that ac- Strangius's 4r- 
cording to our Hypotheſis touching Gods predetermining the wil £*ment. 
to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, we make bim the Author of ſin. 
This he urgeth with much warmth, 4b. 2. cap. 11. pag. 230. thus: 
He that phyſically predetermines the wil of man to ſin, is the cauſe of 
fin: But, according to our Hypotheſis, God phyſcally predetermines the 
wil of man to fin. Ergo, &c. Now whereas we replie, That God 
predetermines the wil not to the ſinful attion as ſinful,* but as an attion 
or natural being ;, he pretendes this reſponſe is a mere evaſion, and 
wil no way ſerve in actions intrinſecally evil, as the hatred of 
God, where the ſubſtance of the a&t cannot be diſtinguiſhed from | 
its deformitie, So bb. 2, ws 12. pag. 273. he avers, That God | 
cannot properly predetermine the wil to the entitie of the aft, becauſe | 
God is not the cauſe of the entitie and attion, but as it ss conſidered as | 
not yet determined to the objett in which the vitioſitie is : but he grants | 
that God is the cauſe of that hatred, which 1s in the hatred of God, con- 
ſidered in the abſtraft, but not as determined to that objeit : and thence 
we muſt ſimply denie, that God 1; the cauſe of the hatred of God. In 
this argument the whole of his efforts agaialt our Hypotheſis doth 
center ; wherein he is followed by one and another Reverend 
Divine of name among us: therefore it wil be necefſary, that we 
duely examine the ſtrength and validitie of theſe efforts; which 
we no way dout but wil appear to be very invalid and infirme. 
And (1) we are here to premit as Principes , what Strangius 
and his ſeftators do coicede in this mater. He grants, [17] That 
God and man do together concur to the ſame ſinful att, [2] That 
Gods concurſe is immediate not only to the a't, bit alſs to the wil. [3] 
That Gods concurſe is previous, and in order of nature before that of 
mans wil, [ 4] That Gods concurje is not only general , but alſo 
, ſhecial to ſpecial effefts as diſkinguiſned ſpecie, in kind, not morally bit 
rlyſcall 
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phyſically. [5] That the hatred of God as an Ens or Being is naty. 
rally good. Lheſc conceſſions are alſo mentioned by Le Blanc, 
Concil. Arbitr. par. 3. the. 36. pag. 434+ From which conceſſions 
we are greatly confident to give a folid and fatisfaCtory ſoly. 
tion to his objection , and the argument on which it is grounded, 
Fo: (2) this objection and its reaſon fals with as much force on 
our Adverſaries as on us, as it is moſt evident by the following 
Particulars. [17 If, as they affirme, the ſubſtance and ſubſtrate 
mater in the hatred of God cannot be diſtinguiſhed from its yi. 
tioſitic , then are not they guilty of making God the Author of 
ſn, by allowing an immediate previous ſpecial concurſe to the 
kind of the aCtion phyſically conſidered, as wel as we who adde 
predetermination thereto? This we have demonſtrated, Chap. g. 
6. 4. from Gods immediate previous concurſe. [2] Strangias, 
7g. 235. allows predetermination to acts imperfettly good, yet 
modally ſinful , which alfo makes God the Author of fin as wel 
as our Hypotheſis , as Chap. 5. $. 5- But I palle on to a more ful 
ſolution. (3)* His negative aſſertion, That in the hatred of God 
and other atts intrinſecally evi/, we cannot diſtinguiſh the ſubſtance or 
mater of the att from its vitioſitie, is a grolle miſtake : for in that 
very act of hatred of God the vitiolitie is ſeparable from the a@& 
itſelf, as it's evident by this,that were that very act turned againſt 
ſin, its due object, it would ceaſe to be ſinful. He replies, p. 236. 
That hatred of God as determined to ſuch an objett is ſo far evil, that 
the witioſitie cannot be ſeparated from it, either privatively or poſitively : 
For , addes he \, we cannot conſider this complexum of a vitious alt, 
without conſidering its vitioſitie, as we cannot conſider a rational ani. 
mal without conſidering animal and rational, [1] What he here 
mentions of the hatred of God and-aCts intrinſecally evil is as true 
of al other ſinful acts, though but modally ſuch : for take any fin- 
ful at, though never ſo- little, yet if we conſider it as inveſted 
with al its circumſtances and relations to its object, &c. its vitio- 
ſitie can never be ſeparated from it; yet this hinders not, but 
that we may conſider the act materially , without conſidering its 
vitioſitie : the like in the hatred of God and al other atts intrin- 
fecally evil. [27] His inſtance from a rational Animal is very lame 
and defective, becauſe there is an eſllentiai connexion between 
the ſubject and the predicate, ſo that we can no way conceive of 
rational without including animal in that conception : but there is 
no ſuch eſſential connexion between the phyſical aft and the vi- 
tiolitie 
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tioſitie in the hatred of God. [3] Yea Strangins himſelf ſaith, 
pag. 232. That hatred of God as it us an attion 18 net ſinful, The 
like, pag. 234. Yea, pag. 236. he confelleth , That good and evil 
are accidents of hatred of God, if we conſider it phyſically as an attion : 
which is al we contend for, and ſufficient to free Goi from being 
the Author of the vitiolitie. Hence (4) Srrangins is greatly mi. 
ſtaken in confounding the moral ſubſtance of the a& in relation 
to its object, with its phyſic or natural conſideration as toan in- 
dividual at : we utterly denie, that the hatred of God conſidered 
in its moral relation and determination to its obje@, is from God 
as the cauſe thereof, yet it mult be granted, that the individual 
at determined to ſuch an object is as to its material entitie from 
God, as the firſt cauſe of al natural afts. Thus Alvarez anſwers, 
who grants, the ſubſtrate mater of ſin as it relates to its objeCt 
(1 ſuppoſe he means morally) is not from God, yet if we conſider 
it abſolutely as an entitative act, ſo it procedes from the predeter- 
minative Concurſe of God. But (5) Srranginss original and 
fundamental Error lies here, that he conceits Gods Concurſe to tey- 
mnate on the natural entitie in the hatred of God only as it is 
quid indeterminatum C& abſtraltum, ſomewhat indeterminate and ab. Deusnon eſta- 
ffratted from its objeit, &c. And herein lies the point of our Con- = —_— 
troverſie, and the principal ſubterfuge of our Adverfaries; which = yr -—# 
a learned and pious Divine of ſome note among us expreſſith renus contldo. 
thus : God 5s the canſe of the ation in g:nere, but not as individyal. ratur nondum 
ly conſedered. The invaliditic and infirmitie of this evaſion we 4terminara ad 
; | objettum in 
Bos already in part demonſtrated, Chap. 3. $.4. But for a more ng 
atisfaCtory reviction thereot let us a little examine it according : _ _, - 
toRules both of Philoſophic and Theo!ogie. [1] As for a phi- 12. p. 273. 
lſophic Examen, nothing ſeems more repugnant to the Laws and x 
Reaſons thereof : for ou not al Jen both new and old 
teach us, . that al phyſic or natural act:ons procede from ſinoxlar x 5: 
ſtances, and foare in themſelves ſingular and ndividuald "And _— 
xe we not alſo taught by true Philotophie and Reaſon, that al & fingulares, 
fogular individuat aCtions are determinate ? To talk of an action 
i genere abſtract and indeterminate is ſuch an indrviduum V4arum, 
which reaſon and commun ſenſe teſtifies againſt, Who ever de- 
livered to us ſucha Philoſopheme, . that a human act may be in- 
determinate and abitracted trom-its object ? It's true, houid our 
Adverſaries intendranly @ logic! of  mchtal abfraction we.conld 
ally fal in with them; yea make good uſe of ſuch a conceftion 
to 
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to defend our Hypotheſis ; but they muſt intend a phyſical real 
ab{trattion and indeterminarion, fuch as includes 10 relation of 
the aCt to its objeCt, which is much more abſurd than thoſe uni- 
verſal Ideas, which Ariſtotle ignorantly fathered on his Maſter 
Plats, In ſhort, it is moſt evident, that every natural ation is 
ſingular, and determinate ; and, if it be an human act of the wil, 
ſuch as al hatred is, it neceſſarily requires an objz& unto which 
it is determined : to conceit, that there ſhould be an aft of ha- 
tred put forth indeterminately and abſtractly , with relation to 
an-object, is no leſſe than a contradiftion. Wherefore this inde- 
terminate abſtract hatred which they plead for is but a mere Chi. 
mera, exiſting no where but in their own imagination. [2] It is 
alſo as repugnant to the Rules of Theologie : For to introduce 
an indeterminate abſtract general hatred , which has no relation 
to an obje&t, would open an effeCtual dore to the ſubverſion of 
the principal part of Divine Providence, which chiefly if not only 
regards ſingulars, as clothed with al their determinate circum- 
ſtances, as before Chap. 5. $.7. (6) Laltly, this objection of 
Strangins, and the reaſon he grounds it on neceſſarily ſuppoſeth, 
that fn according co its formal reaſon is poſiezve, which yet he de- 
nies: For if the hatred of God, as other intrinſecal evils, when 
determined to their object , have not a ſubſtrate mater or entita- 
tive act diſtinCt and ſeparable from their moral vitiolitie acciden. 
tal thereto, then it hence neceſſarily follows, that there is nothing 
in the hatred of God and other 1atrinſecal evils as determined 
to their obje&t , but moral vitioſitie ; ſo that take the hatred of 
God in the whole complexum as determined, and there is nothi 
of natural entitie in it, but al is moral vitioſitie : what there is 0 
nature or natural entitie, that our Adverſaries grantt is from God, 
the prime cauſe of nature ; ſo that by denying any thing in the 
hatred of God, as determined to its object to be from God, they 
mult neceſſarily hold, that ſin according to its formal reaſon is a 
poſitive real Being, which was of old the opinion of the Mani- 
chees, and has been of late revived by many of our Adverſaries: 
and though Srranginus oppokth it, yet his Antitheſis neceſſarily 
leads him to it; in as much as he cannot denie, but that there is 
ſomewhat poſitive and real in the hatred of God as determined 
to its object. Whence I thus further argue : Either this real po- 


ſitive entitie inthe hatred of God thus determined to its objec is 


from God, or not : if it be from God, then why may not God as 
. wel 
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wel predetermine the wil to it, as concur immediately by an im- 
mediate, previous, ſpecial concurſe granted by Srrangins? If God 
doth not concur to this real politive entitie in the hatred of God, 
as thus determined , then what other reaſon can be aſſigned for 
; ſuch a non-concurrence, but becaule it is part of the vitioſitic or 
formal reaſon of ſin? And doth it not hence follow, according to 
! Stranzius's Hypotheſis, that fin as to its formal nature is not pri- 
1 & P 
| 
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yative but poſitive? Which ſome of the moſt rational of our Ad- 

yerſaries now-adays maintain, to preſerve their own Phenomena, 
C which otherwiſe would fal under ſelf-contradiftion. So much 
L for Strangins's objeftion , and the argument he grounds it on, in 
$ the ſolution whereof we have been the more prolixe, becauſe it 
e takes in the ſpirit and center of al his voluminous diſcourſe on 
n this ſubjeft. See more in what precedes, Chap. 3. $. 6. & Chap. 5. 
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y I-42 procede now to ſome more general ſolutions for the vin- General ſoluti- 
i dication of Gods facred Majeſtie from being , according to our 9s to free God 
of Hypotheſis , the culpable cauſe or Author of fin. (1) We fay, 9" ing the 


h, That albeit Gods wil be the effettrve and predeterminative cauſe of the —_—_ 


e- ſubſtrate mater of.ſin, yet it 1s no way a defettive or moral cauſe of ſi. effeftive cauſe of 
en Gods concurſe is neither the efficzent, nor deficient cauſe of lin ; be- the ſubſtrate ma- 
ta- cauſe the ſame a&t which is defettuoſe and ſinful in regard of the #9 nt 4 azſe- 
n. Y wilof man, is moſt perfect and regular in regard of the wil of - ve cauſe of 
ng God : man being by his creation bounded by the Law of God, the *** 

ea Y leaſt defect in point of conformitie thereto is ſin ; but God being 

of under no Law, becauſe inferior to none, can break no Law, and 

therefore be no way defective in his ations. But our Adverſa- 

'E ries here with ſcorne bid defiance to this anſwer, by telling us, 

od, That albeit God be under no Law from any Superior, yet the reftuude 

the of bis own nature is a Law to him, &c, This ſubterfuge was broch- 

15 ed by Bellarmine , taken up alſo by Baronins, Metaphyſ. pap. 152. 

s2 | and Strangins; and is continued by ſome of note among our ſelves 

2ni- at this day. But alas! what a poor ſniftleſſe evaſion is this? 

es: | What do our Opponents in urging this, but beg the Queſtion ? 

rily | Who ever amoag us denied , that God was bound by the reCti- 

eis | tude of his nature not to be the Author of ſin? But may we not 

ned | ſtil demand of them to prove, That it is againſt the reittude of 

po- | Gods nature to predetermine the wil to the entitative alt of that which 

& is | 5: ſinfl? Is God obliged by the reCtitude of his nature to con- 

1 as | forme tothe new models and congruities of mans vain imagina- 

wel CC ton ? 
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tion? Are not oft thoſe things moſt congruous to the Divine wif- 
dome and wil, which ſeem moſt incongruous to our depraved 
reaſon ? Muſt we indeed meaſure the Divine rectitude of God by 
meaſures taken from poor mortals? Is not the Divine wil the 
eternal law and meaſure of al Gods aCtings towards his crea- 
tures? And are not al his aCtings therefore good , becauſe con- 
formed to his eternal Law ? Doth he wil any thing becauſe good 
antecedently to his wil ? Are not things therefore good becauſe 
willed by him? Was it not a great ſaying of Ang»ſtin, de (vir. 
De!, lib. 19. cap. 22. That ſin uſelf as it is juſtly permitted by God 
fals under the eternal Law, s. c. the Divine wil predefining and pre- 
determining the wil of man to the ſubſtrate mater of it, and per- 
mitting the vitioſitie ? When thcrefore our Adverſaries ſhal 
prove, that Gods predetermining the wil to the ſubſtrate mater 
of ſin is repugnant to the rectitude of the Divine nature, they 
wil do ſomething to confirme their Antitheſis; but before that 
be done, they do but beg the queſtion, 

2, Now the Aw» (2) To vindicate the ſacred Majeſtie from being the Author of 

= g Lo bo ſin, we ſay, That ſin being in its formal nature a privation, none 

moral cauſe, Properly can be faid to be the Author or moral cauſe thereof , but 
the particular cauſe , that either commands, counſels , invites, per- 
ſuades, compels thereto, or afes the ſame : But is the holy God cul- 
pable in any of theſe reſpes ? Is he not ſo far from commanding 
men to ſin, that he ſeverely prohibits the ſame , and that on pain 
of death ? Doth he not by al manner of affeCftionate dehortations 
diſſuade therefrom ?- Did he ever compel any one perſon to vio- 
late his own ſacred Laws? It's true, we affirme , that he neceſla- 
rily predetermines the wil to the entitative aCt of that which is 
ſinful, yet do we not as much denie, that he compels or impels 
any to ſin formally conſidered ? Doth not the ſinners wil at that 
very moment when it is thus predetermined hy God to the mate- 
rial entitative aCt of that which is ſinful, as voluntarily and chear- 
fully ele& and embrace the ſinful a&, as if there were not the 
leaſt predetermination ? And doth not this ſufficiently clear his 
ſacred Majeſtie from impelling or compe!ling the wilto fin ? 

3« God conews (2) Do we affirme any thing in this point , but what the moſt 

= —_— ; of our Adverſarics do, and a! muſt grant , namely that God doth 

in ſite. efficaciouſly concur only to what is naturally good in mens ins, 
not tothe moral vitioſitie therein ? If they hold, as Srrangim and 
athers do, that ſin is as to its formal nature a mere yr_ 

my 


mult they not alſo neceſſarily grant, that al ſin has ſeme real, po. 
ſitive, natural good for its foundation or ſubject ? Was it not a 
commun Effate among the Greek Philoſophers and Fathers, re 
«wioe51y Tyy 73 xaxdy, dans meguaicerty, Ty dyel7 ine, x iy tov. 
9 yrbalpoy, Sin hath no ſubſiſtence of ts own , but privation of ſub- 
ſiſtence , it being brought about for the ſake of good , not for its own 
ſake ? Now if al fin have ſome good as its ſubitrate mater and ſub- 
ject, wil it not neceſſarily follew, that the bleſſed God, who is the 
fountain of al good both natural and ſupernatural , doth efficaci- 
ouſly concur, yea predetermine the wil thereto , without falling 
under the imputation of being the Author of the ſin appendent 
thereto? (4) Yea, is not the holy God ſo far remote from being 
the Author of that ſin which is annexed to natural aCtions, as that 
he brings good out of it? Are not the moral evils of men, which 
are oppoſite to the Creators Laws and the creatures beſt good, ſo 
wiſely ordered by the skilful hand of the Creator, as that they po- 
tently ſubſerve his principal end and ſupreme good ? ls there ſo 
much folie and madnefle in the hearts of Sinners as to extract evil 
out of good; and is there not as much wiſdome and bonitie in the 
great God, as to extraCt good out of evil ? Was not the Crucifixi- 
on of our Lord an evil of the moſt crimſon and deep tinfure? and 
yet did not the wiſe Phyſician of Souls bring the greateſt good 
even the ſalvation of Sinners out of it? And can he not do the 
ſame out of al other aCts, though never ſo intrinſecally evil? But 
how can this be accompliſhr, it he do not predetermine the wil to 
the ſubltrate mater of the aft ? I ſhal conclude our ſolutions of 
this Objection, with that excellent diſtinftion and determination 
of great Bra :wardine, de Car. lib 3. cap. 29. pag.739. * Without 
© dout God violently impels no man againſt his wil , but ſponta- 
©ncouſly impels and draws al men willing to al their free acts. 
© Furthermore it may be probably faid, that God doth in ſome 
© ſenſe neceſſitate to the aCt of ſin, as to the ſubſtance of the act ; 
ey<r it doth not thence follow, that he doth neceſiitate to lin, as 
©|t is ſin or the deformitie of ſin, cc. as before Chap. 4. $.2. So 
much for the firſt ObjeCtion. 
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S. 2, It is further objected , That ow Hypotheſis touching Gods Ovjeet.2. From 
predeterminative concurſe to the ſuoſtrate mater of ſin » 4: Contrary to the Eſſence and 
the Eſſence and Attributes of God, namely to his Sincerntie, Fidelitte, Attributes of 


Tuſtice , Clerzence, or Mercie and Sarttitie, 1. Our Adverſaries oo 


I.Hvs Sinceritie 


make a great clamor again{t our Hypotheſis , as that which oppo- ;,4 x;4virie. 
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ſeth the Sinceritie and Fidelitie of God, in giving Laws with ſevere 
Prohibitions againſt ſin, Promiſes and Invitations unto Smners to re 
pent, &c. To this firſt branch of their Objection we ſhal anſwer 
more diſtin&tly and in its parts in what follows, $. 3, 4, 5. at 
preſent let this general Reſponſe ſuffice, that the Sinceritie and 
Faithfulneſſe of God is ſufficiently vindicated, in that Gods Com. 
mands, Promiſes, and Invitations unto Sinners, flow from his 
complacential, legiſlative Wil, which is the Mcaſure, Rule, and Rea- 
ſon of our dutie and aCtings towards God ; but his Predetermi- 
native Concurſe flows from his Beneplacite Decretirve Wil, the 
Rule and Meaſure of his own aftings towards his Creature : 
Now theſe two wils,. albeit they are not repugnant each to other, 
becauſe they are not ad:dem, yet they are diſparate and diverſe : 
the things commanded by God may be repugnant to the things 
predetermined by him, yet his. wil commanding is not repug- 
nant to his wil predetermining. Indeed Gods preceptive wil is 
only in an analogic, figurative improper ſenſe termed the wil of 
God, as ſignificative of his ſoverain pleaſure for the Govern- 
ment of his Creature ; and therefore Gods predetermining men 
to the material aCt of what is ſinful, implies not the leaſt ſha- 
dow of repugnance to his Sinceritie and Fidelitie in giving Laws 
and Prohibitions againſt Sin, or Promiſes to penitent Sinners, 
Yea, there is nothing that our Adverſaries can urge againſt us 
for aſſerting a predeterminative Concurſe, but may be rctorted 
againſt them for aſſerting an immediate previous Concurſe to 
the ſubſtrate mater of Sin : Yea, let them but grant, as they do, 
Gods certain preſcience of- ſin, and the ſame black Imputations 
which they lode us with, wal al fal with as much weight on them- 
ſelves, as before Chap. 5. $, 2. 

2. As for what they urge from the 7uſtice of God, that our 
Hypotheſis is contradiftory thereto, in that he cannot in Fuftice puniſh 
that Sin, which he predetermiaes men unto, we anſwer, (1) That 
Gods Predetermination lays no violent force or compulſion on 
the wil toſin: he doth only as the firſt cauſe and God of Na- 
ture ſweetly though potently applie the wil to its act. (2) The 
wil doth in the very ſame moment, wherein it is predetermined 
by God, voluntarily and freely, as a deficient depraved facultie, 
ele& the very act it is predetermined unto; ſo that it doth as 
freely,. deliberately, and fully eſpouſe the act, as if there were 


no.:Predetermination on Gods part: and what more juſt than 
that 
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that the Sinner ſhould be ſeverely puniſhed for that Cnful at 
which he doth deliberately and voluntarily exert? (3) Here is 
in this objection a poor Sophiſme, which they cal No-cauſe for 
4 cauſe : For Gods predeterminative Concurſe is not the cauſe 
of mens ſins, albeit mens ſins be a neceſſary conſequent thereof, 
(4) The fame difficulties, which our Adverfaries urge us with 
in point of Divine Juſtice, return on them, who aſlert an im- 
mediate previous Concurſe to the Mater of Sin ; neither can they 
without apparent violence to their own Reaſon impute this 
objection to us, which their own Hypotheſis is as much obnoxious 
unto. 

3. They urgeus with an Imputation on the Clemence and Ier- 4. From Gods 
cie of God, in that predeterminative Concurſe to the entitative Clemence and 
Att of Sin, makes the bleſſed God to be cruel towards his poor Mercie- 
Creature; and this two ways: As (1) I: that tt makes God abſo- 
lutely to predeſtine or reprobate men to eternal Puniſhment, without 
regard to their Sins. (2) In that it ſuppoſeth the bl:ſſed God to 
threaten and puniſh Sin with eternal Torments, and yet irreſiſtibly 
to predetermine yea smpel men thereto, as Baron, Metaph. p. 151, 
This Objection our Adverſaries adorne and exaggerate with ma- 
ny ſpecious and plauſible pretextes for the Vindication of Di- 
vine Clemence and Mercy, as they pretend, and for our confu- 
ſion; Yet we no way dout but to make it appear, that al is but. 
as emty vapor before the Meridian Sun. Therefore to anſwer, 
(1) to the firſt branch of the Objeftion, That our Hypotheſis 
makes God abſolutely to predeſtine or reprobate men to eternal Puniſh- 
ment, without regard to their ſims, [1] We grant, that the De- 
cree of Reprobation is, and mult be according, to our Hypothe- 
is, abſolute, becauſe there is an adequate commenſuration be- 
tween. abſolute Predefinition and Predetermination, as our Ad- 
verſaries alſo maintain; of which before Chap. 5. $. 3. [2] Yet 
we peremtorily denie, that God reprobates or predeſtines men 
toeternal puniſhment without any regard to their ſins. Divines 
fay, that albeit ſin be not the motive or ground moving God to 
reprobate men, yet it is. conſidered in the Decree of Reproba- 
tion as' that for which God wil at laſt condemn men. It's true, 
the Supralapſarian Divines, who make man as /abile the obje&t of 
Reprobation, differ ſomewhat from thoſe of the ſublapſarian per. 
ſmaſion, who make the corrupt maſſe, or lapſed man the object. 


& Eletion and Reprobation; yet they both take in the conſti- 
deration - 
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deration of fin in the Decree of Reprobation z and they both 
make the Decree of Reprobation in it ſelf abſolute : for the Sub. 
lapſarians make fin only a commun condition of the *corru 
Maſſe, not diſtinitve or diſcriminative of Reprobates from the 
Elet; as Davenant, Animadverſ. on Gods Love, p. 84. proves, 
That the Supralapſarians charge not Gods Reprobation with mans 
deſtru&tion ;; Though he himſelf goes the Sublapſarian way. But, 
[3] Here lics the bitter root of this forged [mputation affixed 
on us by our Adverſfaries, that they conſider the Decree of Re. 
probation as an act of Divine Juſtice, which regards the objeR 
as already conſtituted, and not the conſtitution thereof, This 
is incomparably wel obſerved by judicious Davenant in his an. 
ſwer to Hoard, Animadverſ. p. 229. * For thoſe Inferences there. 
© fore, That if abſolute Reprobation be granted, God may be properly 
© called a Father of Crueltie, Smaaver, I marvel how he rrembled 
© ro thinke of them, and how he never trembled to utter them, 
© That wherein he perpetually is miſtaken, is, the making of 
© Non-eleCtion or Negative Reprobation a Vindicative att, the 
confounding it with the judicial Sentence of Damnation , the 
© conceiving it to worke in the Nor-ele@t an invincible neccſſitie 
© of committing Sin, with ſuch like monſtrous fanſies, which he 
© takes for Principles needing no proof, whereas they are ſuch 
© orofſe errors as need no confutation. (2) The ſecond part of 
the Objection, which ſuppoſeth the bleſſed God to threaten and 
puniſh Sin with eternal torments, and yet irrefiſtibly to predetermine 
and impel men thereunto, has been ſufficiently refuted in what pre- 
cedes, $. 1. and indeed throughout this whole Diſcourſe, and wil 
alſo come under conſideration in what follows. 

4. Our Adverſaries charge alſo our Hypotheſts with a Repug- 
nance to the Santtitie and Puritie of the Divine Nature, in that, 
by aſſerting Gods predeterminative Concurſe to the ſubſtrate mater of 
Sin, we make the att of ſinto be wel-pleaſing to God, This objet 
on is greatly aggravated by a Reverend Divine among our ſelves, 
who 1h the confutation of Tw:ſſe, argues thus : 1f God willeth 
that ſin exiſte by his Permiſſion, (1) Hewilleth Sin, Yen, (2) God 


wils ſin as miich as man. Yea, (3) This makes Ged equally to wil 


Sin and Holineſs. Yea, (4) Then God takes complacerce in Sin, 
Anſwer. Theſe are high charges indeed, and if they 'could be 
made good againſt us, we ſhould not deſerve protection from 


any wel-governed Kingdome or State: for what more incott- 
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ſiſtent with civil Government, than to make the Supreme Reftor 
and Governor of Mankind cqually to wil Sin and Holineſſt? But 
theſe Calumnics and Reproches are not of yeſterday, but have 
been time out of mind imputed to the aſſertors of Efficacious 
Concurſe, and therefore we have been more Jarge in the refu. 
ting of them, $. 1, of this Chapter. Thus Bradwardine, De Cauſ. 
L 2.c. 28, p. 572. * When it is argued, faith he, chat the ſinful 
© aft doth pleaſe God Wel, (1) The Adverbe Wel may determine 
{the Verbe to pleaſe God, in regard of the Divine complacenee; 
Fand fo there is no dout, but that as the evil Act [entitatively 
© conſidered] doth pleaſe him, ſo it is highly wel-pleaſing to him : 
© or (2) in regard of the Act that is wel-pleaſing ; and that cither 
{in regard of the ſubſtance of the act, or in regard of its vitio- 
(Gre: [1] If we regard the aCt naturally, fo it's true, that it is 
+ wel-pleaſing to God, butif we regard it morally, ſo it's falſe. 
27 If we regard the vit:e/itie of the aCt, ſo it 1s not properly 
© effefted by man, nor yet by God, it being not properly an 
& effect, but pure Privation only. An acute and excellent De- 
ciſion of this Controverſie, were not the minds of men eaten 
out with Prejudices ; the ſum whereof is this, The Act of fin en- 
titatively and ſubſtantially conſidered is naturally good, and To 
wel-pleaſing unto God, the Author of Nature; yet if we conſider 
it morally in regard of its Vitiolitie, ſo itis infinitely diſpleaſing 
to God. This isas a Key to open the dore to a more ful ſolu- 
tion to al objections againſt us : ſo that at preſent we need ſay 
no more than this, that our Hypotheſis is. no more obnoxious 
to theſe aſperſions, than that of our Adverſaries. Is not the Di- 
vine Sanctitie as illuſtrious in Gods predetermining to. the ſub- 
ſtrate mater of Sin, as if we held only with our Adverſaries an 
immediate previous concurſe thereto ? Are not thoſe very As, 
which are morally evil as to the Sinner, both naturally and morally 
good asto God ? Suppoſe he predetermine to the entitative aCt of 
lin, yet muſt we thence neceſſarily conclude,that he predetermines 
men to fin formally conſidered ? Muſt not the ſinful qualities of al 
moral effeCts be imputed to the ſecond particular caule, and not to 
the firſt univerſal cauſe ? It's true, the Sinner comes ſhort of the 
Divine Law, and therefore ſins, but doth God come ſhort of 
any Law? Has not his Wil the ſame Rectitude which his Nature 
is inveſted with, and therefore whatever he wils muſt be right 


and holy, even becauſe he wils it ? The fig which he governs, 
is 
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is it not only ſin in regard of the Creatures wil, not in regard 
of his wil ? It is confelt, that God and the Sinner concur to the 
ſame ſinful a&t materially conſidered ; but yet is their Concurſe 
the ſame? Yea is there not morally an infinite diſtance between 
the one and the other ? Doth Sin as to Gods Concurſe, include 
any more than a natural act, which is 1n regard of God and the 
conducibilitie it has to his glorie morally good ? but doth it not, 
as to mans Concurſe, ſpeake moral vitiolitie? Again, what doth 
Gods permiſſion of ſin implie, but a natural or judiciary Nega- 
tion of that Grace he is no way obliged to give? But doth not 
ſin as to the ſinner denote a moral privation or deficience of 
that reftitude which ought to be in his act? Is there any thing 
in the world purely, ſimply, and of it ſelf ſinful, without ſome 
ſubſtrate mater naturally good 2 What reaſon therefore can our 
Adverfaries allege, why God may not predetermine the wilto 
the ſaid ſubſtrate mater, without prejudice to his Sanctitie ? 

6. 3. We deſcend now to a third objeftion taken from the 
Word of God, both Preceptive and Promiſſive, which divine Pre- 
determination of the wil to the ſubſtrate mater of fin, doth, ac. 
cording to the Antitheſis of our Adverſaries, render »ſeleſſe, im- 
poſſible, yea col'uſive and unſincere, For ſay they, Gods Preceper, 
Promiſes and Comminations, whereof mans Nature 3s capable, ſhould 
be al made Impertinences, through ht; conſt ant overpowering theſe 
that ſhould neglelt them. 7 

1. As to Gods Laws and Prohibitions they urge, That our 
Hypotheſis renders them altogether uſeleſſe, yea naturally and ſimply 
;mpoſſible. This they exaggerate with many fine words and rhe- 
toric flouriſhes, which are the beſt armes they have to defend 
their declining cauſe with. But having God and Truth, though 
naked and ſimple, on our fide, we no way dout but to ſtand 
our ground againlt al their fiery, or venimous darts. And in 
anſwer tothe firſt part of their Objection from the Impoſlibilitie 
of divine Precepts and Prohibitions, we anſwer, (1) That our 
Adverſaries greatly pleaſe themſelves in their falſe ſophiſtic 
Ideas and Notions of what is poſſible, or impoſſible; which we 
have endeavoured to clear from that arabiguitie and confuſion, 
Chap. 1. $.4. with endeavors to explicate what is poſlible and 
what impoſſible to corrupt Nature, as to divine Commands. 
(2) Weare to know, that the Laws of God in their Second Edi- 
tion were primarily intended to ſubſerve the ends of the Goſpel 
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as to the heirs of Salvation, to whom they are by Grace in an 
le Evangelic way made poſlible. The Law is faid to be given in 
e and by the hands of the Mediator, 5. e. to ſubſerve his ends, 
n which principally regard the Elect. (3) Yet we grant, that 
e the Law is allo of great uſe even unto Reprobates, [17 In that 
c it lays a great reſtraint on them, not only as to wicked aCtions, 
- but alſo as to luſts in ſome meaſure, as Exed. 34. 24. The Au- 
y toritie and Majeltie of Divine Precepts, backed with many ſe- 
- vere Curſes, leaves a great awe and reſtraint ſometimes on the 
( moſt debaucht ſpirits, and ſo keeps their luſts from open vio- 
f lences. [2] The Precepts are ſo far uſeful to Reprobates, al- 
Z beit they have no power to obſerve them, in that they are there- 
C by inſtrufted, how much obedience is wel-pleaſing to God, and 
y how ungrateful they are in not performing of it : whereby they 
) are left without al Apologie or Excuſe. The Precept ſhews us 
what we ought to do, not what we can do: it is always _— 
tive, albeit not always operative : and may not the Soverain Lord 
require of man the payment of his debts, although by reaſon of 
his profligate bankrupt humor he hath diſabled himſelf from the 
payment of them ? What excuſe is it for the Sinner to ſay, it is 
, impoſſible for him to obey the Precept, whenas the impoſlibilitie 
{ lies in his own wil, not in any force or defett on Gods part ? 

Doth he not in that very moment, wherein he is predetermined 

by God to the entitative aCt of Sin, voluntarily efpouſe and wil 
| that at ? And doth not this leave him without al ſhadow of Ex- 
| cuſe ? Where can he loge the blame of his Sin but on his own 
crooked depraved wil, which eleCtively and freely determines 
it ſelf to the Sin, in the ſame moment of time, though not of 
nature, that it is predetermined by God to the entitative aCt ? 
(4) We affirme, that Gods certain Preſcience of Mens fins, with 
the conditional Decree of Reprobation, Gods immediate pre- 
vious Concurſe to the cntitative aCt of ſin, and mans univerſal 
impotence to perform what is ſpiritually good, which are al 
granted by our Adverſaries, bring ſinners under as great impoſ- 
ſibilitie of obeying Gods Commands, as abſolute Reprobation 
and predeterminative Concurſe to the mater of Sin aſſerted by 
us. This is wel demonſtrated by a judicious and awakened Au- 
thor in his late Letter touching Gods Providence about ſinful 
Ads, &c. from p. 67. to 74. But becauſe he is a party, I ſhal 


mention only the Reſponſe of Davenant, Animadv. P. 341. © = 
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© for Gods Law, which canmot be kept without ſupernatural Grace, 
* we ſay, that men areas capable of any ſup-rnatural Grace, 
conſidered under the abſolute Decrees maintained by S. Aw 
© exftine, and by the Church of England, as conſidered under the 
* conditional Decrees of late framed by Arminuwss. And p.418. 
he ſtrougly proves, That Divine eternal Preſcience of future Atts- 
ons or Events infers as abſolute a neceſſitie of ſuch events and zmpoſſi- 
bilitie of the contrary, as the Decrees of abſolute Predeſtination and 
Reprobation ds, of which hereafter, 5. 8. 
2. From Gods 2. As for the later part of our Opponents Objeftion, From 
Promiſſes and the Promiſſes and Invitations of God, which are made uſeleſſe and 
Invitations. eolluſrue by our ſuppoſed divine Predetermination to the ſubſtrate mater 
of Sin, we anſwer, 
(1) 4! Pro- (1) That al Gods Promiſſes and evangelic Invitations, which 
miſſes primarily are but branches of the Covenant of Grace, are primarily in- 
-——q Jor i9% tended for the elect Heirs of Salvation, to whom they are many 
' ways uſcful, notwithſtanding Divine Predetermination : For the 
bleſſed God promiſeth life and happineſſe on the condition of 
Repentance and Believing, not as if there were any potence or 
abilitie in corrupt nature, by its own free-wil, to accept of theſe 
offers, or performe the Condition on which the offers depend, 
but thereby convincing the Soul of its extreme impotence, he 
doth together with the offer and invitation made conveigh Grace 
into the elect Soul, for the inabling of it to performe the Con- 
dition: So that theſe general and conditional Promiſles are in 
reference to the Elect, for whom they are primarily deſigned, 
operative of Grace, albeit as to others they are only exaQive of 
dutie : whence the impoſlibilitie which attends corrupt Nature 
is taken off asto the Eleft by Divine Grace. 
(2) Theuk of (2) Neither are thoſe general evangelic Promiſſes and Invi- 
evangelic Pro- tations uſeleſſe as to Reprobates: for, [1] They declare the 
miſſes as to Ke jnfallible and effential connexion which there is between the 
Probatts. condition and the thing promiſed therein, namely, Life and Sal. 
vation. And to make this more clear, we are to remember, that 
both Logic and redtified Reafon aſſyres us, that a conditional 
enunciation doth not always note a poſſibilitic of the Antecedent, 
and Conſequent, but only their neceſſary connexion : that in al 
conditional Propoſitions, on which evangelic Exhortations and 
Invitations are founded, there cannot be ſuppoſed an indifferent 
and indeterminate poflibilitic off the Antecedeat and gn 
at 
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but only the connexion of the Antecedent with the Conſcquent, 
is evident from that of our Lord, Fohn 15 6. If a man abide not 
in me he is caſt forth, &c. Whence it is apparent, that a ſolid 
and ſerious Invitation unto Sinners may be built on a Condition 
in ſome mode impoſſible : The God of al grace has, by his evan- 
gelic Conſtitution and Covenant, eſtabliſhed an inviolable con- 
nexion between Faith and Salvation, ſo that tl:is Propoſition is 
infallibly true, If thox bebzeveſt, thou ſhalt be ſaved : and the holy 
God has given his Miniſters Commiſſion to preach it to al Man- 
kind, neither is there the leaſt colluſion or fraudulent intention 
on Gods part, albeit he doth predetermine the Moſt of men to 
the ſubſtrate mater of Unbelief: for the ſinceritie of Gods in- 
tention appears in the realitie of the offer, which conſiſtes in the 
infallible connexion of the Conſequent with the Aatecedent, 
grounded on the evangelic Pattum or Ordination, as Davenant 
wel obſerves, Animadverſ. on Gods Love, p. 377. where he ſhews, 
© That the Decree of God, permitting Pharaoh to abuſe the gifts 
© of God to his own deſtruction, was not contrary unto the end 
© or uſe whereunto thoſe gifts and aCtions of God had a fitting 
© ordination in their own nature. Sop. 387, 388. he demonſtrates, 
«That Divine eternal Decrees, whereupon may infallibly be in- 
© ferred the abuſe of Grace temporally offered, do not croſſe the 
© end for which ſuch Grace is adminiſtred to perſons not eleted. 
And he gives this reaſon for it, p. 352. *Gods meaning muſt be 
© always interpreted according to the known nature of the Means, 
©and not according to the unknown Wil of God concerning the 
© infallible event or ſucceſſe of the Means, Gods meaning, 
© when he offers any Grace unto men, is that they ſhould per- 
© forme ſuch actions whereunto ſuch grace conduceth : and his 
© meaning when he promiſeth glory unto any man, #f be believe 
*© and perſevere, is truely to performe it if he ſodo. But it is not 
© always Gods abſolute wil to cauſe men to uſe his Grace to 
«their own good.— If the Remonſtrants wil have nothing term- 
© ed Gods meaning but his abſolute Wil, in their opinion as wel as 
© in ours it wil follow, that God had no meaning to give (ain or 
©7udas ſaving Grace or Glorie, Laſtly, p. 392, 393, 394. he 
proves, That God doth by bis wil of pod and ( omplacence 
unſeignedly wil what he commands and exhorts men to, albeit he de- 
cree the contrary event, Hence, [2] Theſe general Promiſſes and 
Invitations have this uſe alſo as to Reprobates, that it leaves 


Dd 2 them 
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(3) The Anti- 
theſis of Anti- 
predeterminants 
deſtroy:th the 
uſe of Promiſſes, 
&c. as much 
as our Hypo- 


theſis. 


The Antitheſis of Antipredeterminants, &c. Book [II 


them without the leaſt ſhadow of pretence or Excuſe for their 
unbelief: tor if God doth by ſuch Promiſles and Invitations de. 
clare his real intention to ſave men if they believe, and withal 
an expectation that they accept his offers, yea, his complacence 
in ſuch an acceptation in order to life, with a proviſion of al 
means neceſſary thereto, what excuſe can men have for unbelicf? 
Wil they ſay, that Gods predetermining men to the entitative 
act of unbelief contradicts ſuch a real intention ? Take the Re. 
plic of Davenant, Animady. p. 271. © We anſwer, that God ig 
* no otherwiſe ſaid to intend outward events, than by providing 
© orderly means for the producing ſuch events. Non-eleCtion 
* provideth no means of making men ſin, and therefore it in- 
©cludeth no intention of God to make men ſin, though it in- 
© clude a previſion of ſinful Events, and a Decree to permit 
* them, &c. 

(3) The Hypotheſis of our Adverſaries in granting Predeter. 
mination to what is good, and Divine Preſcicnce of ſinful acts, 
doth as much diſpirit and deſtroy the uſe of Divine Promiſles and 
Invitations as ours. For, [1 ] In that they aſſert none can per- 
forme the condition required, and ſo embrace the evangelic 
offer made, without efficacious predeterminative grace, do they 
not leave al Reprobates under as great an impolſibilitie of Be- 
lieving as we do? Are not al offers, for want of this predeter. 
minative Grace, altogether uſeleſle tothem, for whom it never 
was intended? [2] So alſo as to Gods certain Preſcience of 
their Sins, did not God, according to their Conceſſions, certainly 
foreknow, that they would never, yea never could accept of the 
offers made to them, without predeterminative Grace, which 
he decreed never to give them ? Hence doth not this certain 
Preſcience infer as natural and abſolute impoſlibilitie, as our pre- 
determinative Concurſe to the entitative aft of Sin? Thisis wel 
argued by Davenant, Animadv.p. 242. * His [| Hoard's) nibbling 
at the Synod of Dort, and charging them with mantaining a fa- 
© ral Decree, Is to little purpoſe. If he cal that fara!, which is 
certain and immutable, we are not afraid to aſhrm, that al 
© Gods eternal Necrees are certain and immutable ; and that very 
*eternal Decree of Reprobation, which he imagines to follow 
© upon the foreſight of mens final impenitence, is as abſolnte and 
<;j:mmntable, and in this ſenſe as fatal as that which we defend. 


Thus alſo p. 332, *The Remonſtrants (we adde alſo the New 
Metho. 


* = a 6 i a ao EC tlie. 


Chap.6. Wheat Power we allow to Reprobatez. 


* Methodiſts) dare not promiſe Salvation to any perſons repro- 
©*batcd, according to their decree founded upon the previſion of 
©their final Infidelitie and Impcnitence, but under theſe Con- 
* ditions, Ss crediderint & panitxerint, if they ſhal believe and re- 
© ent : we aſſure them of Salvation under the ſame conditions, 
© notwithſtanding the abſolute Decree of their Non-eleCtion, 
we adde, and Gods Predetermination to the entitative att of 


Sin. 


(4) To put a period to the vain Cavils of our Adverfaries, , 
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» What Powter 


we grant, that even Reprobates, notwithſtanding Gods abſolute we allow to 
Reprobation, and Predetermination unto the entitative alt of Reprobates. 


ſin, ſtil retain a remote radical power and Indifference of wil to 
embrace the good things offered in the Goſpel. For neither 
doth the natural corruption of the wil, nor yet Divine Prede- 
termination to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin take away the radical 
Indifference or Flexibilitie of the Wil, or the paſſive, natural re- 
mote Power It is naturally inveſted with, as a rational elective 
facultie, to embrace whatever good, whether natural or ſpiri- 
tual, that is abſolutely or conditionally tendered to it : and this 
ſufficeth to ground divine Exhortations and Invitations on ; for 
the Propoſitions and Offers being made to rational Creatures, 
they might, were they but willing, embrace the things that be- 
long to their peace tendered to them z but here lies the Plague 
of their hearts, Joh. 5. 40. They wil not, &c. So that the bleſſed 
God making ſuch gracious offers, ſo ſuitable to the: needs of a 
rational creature, and having given him a remote, paſſive, natu- 
ral power of underſtanding and wil ſuited thereto, doth not this 
ſuffice to leave him without al excuſe for his wilful Impenitence 
and Infidelitic, notwithſtanding the predeterminative Concurſe 
of God to the entitative aft of his Sin? And that this is the 
Dotctrine of the Calviniſts and Church of England, we are allu. 
red by Davenant, Animadv. p. 257, * They confelle, that un- 
© der the Evangelical Covenant, Ss crediders:, ſaluus eris, If thou 
© believe, thou ſhalt be ſaved, every man hath a true claim to Eter- 
©nal Life : They confelle, that whereſoever is Chriſts Church, 
©there is ſuch a ſufficient alminiſtration of Grace as would have 
© faved the Non-ele&t, had they not oppoſed a malignant volun- 
© tary act of their own wil againſt the motions and operations of 
©Divine Grace; according to thoſe words of our Saviour, Fob. 


<3. 17. & 12.47, 48. &eAF. 13.46. (alvin ſaith as much, in 


Fob, 
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© Foh. 3. Mundi nomen iterum iterumq; repetit , ne quis 0mnino arcers 
* ſe putet, modo fidei viamteneat. He therefore, as wel as the Re- 
* monſtrants, grants a conditional poſlibilitie of Grace and Salya- 
© tion to al men ; but we ſay , the non-eleCt are always permitted 
© to fail in the performance of the condition, And doth not this 
ſufficiently vindicate the ſinceritie of God in al his Evangelic pro. 
miſſes, invitations, and tenders of grace and happineſle, yea every 
way as much as the new Method of our Adverſaries, who grant 
certain preſcience and predetermination to what is good ? 

$. 4. Another Objection urged by our Opponents againſt pre. 


the overthrow of Cetermination to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, is, that it overthrows 


Religions 


ObjeR. 5. From 
the libertie of 


the 7. 


al Religion, and makes mens faculties, whereby they are capable of mo. 
ral government, remiſſe, ſluggiſh, uſeleſſe and vain ; yea they ſtick not 
to avouch, that this our Hypotheſes opens the dore to Familiſme, Enthu- 
ſraſme, and the moſt prodigtoſe impietres and enormities : This they ag- 
gravate with many rhetoric aggravations. Anſwer, This Objection 
1s grounded on the ſame falſe Hypotheſis with the precedent, 
namely, that the wil predetermined by God is moved only by an inward 
violent impulſe, which makes al Gods precepts, promiſſes, and communa- 
tions mere impertinencies, and mens facubbie? uſeleſſe and vain. What a 
groſſe Sophitme this is, and how much the Hypotheſis of our Ad- 
verſaries fals under the force of it, as wel as ours, we have alrea- 
dy, in what precedes, ſufficiently demonſtrated, and ſhal do again 
in what follows. We ſhal only adde at preſent an excellent de- 
monſtration and ſolution given by judicious Davenant, Animadv. 
pag. 4.18. © For the ſecond branch of this reaſon, whereby he goeth 
© about to prove that abſoſute predeſtination and reprobation de. 
© ſtroy both Hope and Fear ; it is grounded upon an error confuted 
© and rejected by the commun conſent of al Divines, namely that 
©the eternal Decrees of God concerning future events make 
© the contrary events impoſſible, do make the temporal and im- 
«* mediate Agents to do al they do out of an abſolute neceſſitie, ha- 
© ving no libertie 5 modo agend: to abſtain from ſo doing, or to do 
"the contrary, Were this true, the Remonſtrants, who acknow.- 
© lege erernal and abfolute Decrees, upon a preſuppoſal of an eter- 
© nal abſolute preſcience, ſhould by their Doctrine deſtroy hope 
© and fear (the nerves of Religion) as wel as we. But more of this 
in anſwer to the next Objection. | 
$. 5. The laſt Objetion we ſhal mention, (which is indeed firſt 
in order of nature) is , that our Hypotheſis overthrow: the hbertie of 


the 
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the wil, introduceth a fatal neceſſitie, and is the darling of Hobbes, 

with the like unjuſt and ſcandalous reproches. This is much ur- 

ged by Stranzins, Baronixs, and ſome of name among our ſelves. 

Anſwer, (1) Inthis I confeſle the ſpirits and principal forces of 144 ;njuf;rr-of 
al their Obj. tions centre, and that which the Defendents of effi- the New Metho- 
cacious concurſe have been in al Ages urged with by the Pelagians 4s in urging 
and Patrones of free wil. Thus Auguſtin was ever and anon up- _ jection, 
braided by the Pelagians with a deligne to introduce a fatal ne- fence oor =o 
ceſſitie : the like the Synod of Dore has been reproched with by the their own ſenti- 
Arminians : and now , becauſe the name of Hobbes ſounds very ments. 

harſh in Chriſtians ears, therefore that is faſtened on us. But this 

is no new method , but long ſince invented by the Accuſer of the 

Brethren, for the oppreſſing of this ſuffering truth. (2) What the 

true Idea and notion of Libertie includes, and thence how little 

our Hypotheſis doth infringe the ſame, we have ſufficiently de- 

monltrated in the explication of the libertie of the wil, Chap. 1. 

$.3. (3) Weanſwer with Bradwardine, lib.z. cap.29. pag.739. that 

God violently impels no man to fin, albeit he ſpontaneouſly im- 

pels or draws the wil voluntarily to the ſubſtance of that aCt 

which has ſin annexed to it; of which ſee what precedes Chap. 4. 

C. 2, (+) Our Adverſaries ſeem herein very unjuſt, in that they 

faſten their falſe Ideas of predeterminative concurſe and libertie 

on us, and ſo make us to hold what follows upon their ſentiments, 

For they placing the wils libertie in an aCtual indifference and in- 
determination ; as alſo making al predeterminative concurſe to 

ate by violent impulſes on the wil , which being ſo impelled re- 

mains no longer free, but is afted as a machine, &&c. it's no won- 

der, if from ſuch falſe principes their forged conſequence and 

concluſion follows naturally. Thus Strangue, bb.2. cap.11.p.243. 

makes Gods predetermination to the entitative act of ſin, to be 

an impulſion to ſin. The like is urged by one and another Di- 

vine of name among us, who wil allow no predetermination to 

the entitative aCt of ſin, but what is violent impulſion.. It's true 
Bradwardine , lib. g. cap. 29. pag. 739. uſeth the word impel for 

Gods predetermining concurlſe, and the like Twifſe ; but then they 

limit it to ſuch a ſpontaneous voluntary impulſion, as is no way 

prejudicial to the wils libertie : But our Adverſarics make al pre- 
determinative concurſe,even in the ſupernatural acts of Grace, to 

be by violent impulſes, ſuch as leave the wil no more power to 

atEin a contrary way , than a mere Machine, which is impelled 


by 
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by a vis impreſſa , a force impreſſed from ſome extrinſec efficient ; 
for thus they expreſle themlelves, that to be predetermined even 
in the ſupernatural aCts of Grace, i to be conſtantly managed as mere 
Aachines that know not their own uſe. 1 mult confeſs had we ſuch 
Ideas of predeterminative concurſe, it would neceſſarily follow, 
that the human wil is thereby divelted of al its libertie z neither 


can | ſce how our Adverſarics wil be ever able to defend them. 


ſelves againſt the Pelagians and Arminians on their principes, 
which ſuppoſe al predetermination to be a violent impulſion like 
that of Machines. 1 ever diſliked the Carteſian Hypotheſis, which 
makes the ſouls of Brutes to be but Machines; but to make the 
human ſoul and wil of man to be but a Machine in the reception 
of predeterminative grace or.concurſe introduceth that fatal ne- 
ceſſitie the darling of Hobbes, which is injuſtly fathered on us. We 
ſay, that predeterminative concurſe is as to its principe and mode 
of working the ſame as to natural and ſupernatural acts; neither 
doth it in the one or other at al infringe the libertie of the wil, 
but fortifie and confirme the ſame, in that it workes ſweetly ac- 
cording to the indigence of the wil. And this I ſhal with much 
confidence aſſert, that we can with as much reaſon defend the con- 
Ciliation of human libertie with Divine predetermination of the 
wil to the ſubſtrate mater of ſin, as our Adverſaries the New Me. 
thodiſts can defend the conciliation of human libertie with Di- 
vine predetermination to the ſupernatural aCts of Grace : for al. 
beit the termes produced be different, the one a ſupernatural, the 
other only natural good; yet predetermination as to its principe 
the Divine wil, as alſo as to its manner of working , which is 
agreable to the condition and libertie of the wil, admits no diffe. 
rence. And this Baronixs was ſufficiently apprehenſive of, and 
therefore denied al predetermination ; and I no way dout but that 
in the iſſue our Adverſaries wil be forced to denie al predetermi- 
nation, or to grant us what we contend for as to the ſubſtrate ma- 
ter of ſin. Yea, (5) we ſhal yet aſcend a degree higher and af- 
firme, That Gods certain preſcience of ſin, which our Adverſaries 
generally allow , infers as much a neceſlitie on the wil, as pre- 
determinative concurſe to the entitative act of ſin. This we have 
ſuſficiently demonſtrated , Chap. 5. $. 2. and therefore ſhal here 
only ſuperadde an excellent demonſtration of judicious Davenant, 
Ammaadv. pag. 418, 419. * For the Divine eternal preſcience of 
* future actions or events inferreth as abſolute a certaintie , -im- 

* mutabilitie, 


Chap. 7. The genujne Hypoth. of the. Predetermin.eh a. 


5 mutabilitie, neceſſitie of ſuch events, as the Decrees of abſolute 
© Predeſtination and Reprobation do, (we may adde, by a paritie 
of reaſon, predetermination which is adequate to abſolute De- 
crees) © And therefore the Schole-men are as much troubled in an- 
<[wering the Queſtion, Whether the Divine preſcience, or providence 
© brings a neceſſuse to the things foreknowen ? as in the other , Whe- 
©ther Divine predeſtination 1mpoſeth a neceſſitie on things ? And the 
* Philoſophers, who never dreamed of Predeſtination or Reproba- 
© tion, were yet much troubled to ſhew , how any thing could be 
© fortmitows Or contingent , admitting an eternal-.and infallible-yre- 
« ſcience of al future events in God— So that if this Author; or 
<any other Remonltrant, wil but take the pains to conſider, how 
© the Schole-Divines clear the eternal and infallible preſcience, 
© wil, and providence of God from impoſing fatal neceſlitieupon 
< events foreſcen, willed, provided, he may withthe ſame facilitic 
© know how to clear the eternal abſolute. Decrees of Predeſtina- 
<tion and Reprobation from impoſing on mens actions any fatal 
« irreſiſtible neccllitie. As Gods ablolate preſcience doth not 
©take away the poſiibilitie of the contrary ation or event , no 
© more doth his abſolute Decree. Thus our judicious Davenant, 
in vindication of the abſolute Decree of Reprobation, which holds 
- moſt true alſo of Divine predetermination as to the ſubſtrate ma- 
ter. of (in : fqr; according to the confeſſion of our Adverſaries, 
Strangius and others , abſolute Reprobation neceſſarily infers Di- 
vine predetermination as tothe entitative adt of ſin. | 
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CHAP. VII. 


The genuine Hypotheſes of the Predeterminants, with-the 
+ - Antitheſcsof their Adverfaries, particularly the 
New Methodiſts. _ : .- 


(3). Tbe' genuine Hypotheſes of the Predeterminants , with the {alſe 
Hypotheſes and conſequent s impoſed on themi by rhe Moliniſt s, Armi- 
mans, and New Methodiſts. (2) The Antubeſes of the New 1Me- 
thodiſts, with their dangerous conſequent (s, 


(. 1, | T has been-the praCtice of our Adverſarics, in al Ages to 
1. .clotheour Ayporheſs of efficacious predeterminative Con 
curſe with the Bears 5kin of many falſe Ideas and black -ugly con: 
e ſequences, 
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ſequences, but their own Antitheſi- with the ſheeps clothing of ma." 
ny fair and colorable pretextes ; wherefore to vindicate onr ſelyeg 
and unmaſque them, we ſhal adde , as a Corometo this Diſcourſe, 
the genuine ſentiments of ſach as defend Divine predeterming- 


tion, &c. as alſo the proper Antitheſes of their Adverſarics, 


The genuine Hypotheſes of 


of the Predeterminants. 


Here is nothing future 
but dependently on 

ſome abſolute Decree of God, 

either effective or permiſſive. 


I, 


2, The Futurition of the en- 
titative at of that which is ſin- 
ful, is from the effeftive wil of 
God. 


3. The Futurition of ſin- is 
from the | wilof God, 
efficaciouſly decreeing to leave 
men unto ſin. 


4. The actual exiſtence of 


fin is the conſequent , but not 
the effe& of Reprobation. 


5- God abſolutely deereed to - 


permit Adams Fal, Srtrang..858. 
. Davenant, Animadv p.322,323. 

6.. Gods. Decree to permit 
ſin.is.not otioſe, but efficacious.. 


7. God efficaciouſly decrees 


CD 


The falſe Hypotheſes and Con- 
ſequents impoſed on the Pre- 
determinants,” by Moliniſts, 
— "wa and New Metho- 


I. YOas abſolute Decrees,which 

give futurition to things, 
take away al power from the crea- 
ture of alling contrarily, yea make 
the contrary naturally, and ſimply 
impoſſible. 

2. The ſuturition of ſin ts from 
the effettive wil of God, yea v 
God, Str. 631,632, 635. Le BI. 
Concord.Libert.par. 1, Thef. 55, 
&c. P.4.54- 45 before, c.5. 9.1. 

3- The Decree of God giving 
ſuturition to ſin neceſſitates men. 
ro ſin. 


4. The exiſtence of fon vs fhem 
Ryprobation as the proper cauſe 
—_ 

5- God zmpelled and neceſſiated 
Adam to fai,. Baron. Metaphyſ: 
I5O, IF1. = 

6. Gods efficacious Decree to 
permit fin makes him the Author 
of ſm. 

7. God wils and decrees ſin as 


to permit ſin. for the manifeſta- ſin, yes wils and intendes 
tion of his awn-Gloxie. es Jets | 


the damnation of _—_— 


Chap<7i the falſe Hypoth: end Conſeq, Impoſed,gh+. - 


8. Gods abſolute Decree of 
Reprobation impels no man to 
ſia, Ward, pag. 132. 

. 9. There is 00 a © ſub- 
ſtantially and intrinſecally evi), 
but the vitiolitie thereof may 
be ſeparated. from the entita- 

tive act. 

'.. Is. Goddoth not predeter- 
mine , much leſſe impel any 
mana to£he leaſt fin. 

11. God doth not predeter- 
mine the wil to any finfal at, 
as it morally refers to its ob- 
ject, but only phyſically , Alva- 
rez, refer. Strang. 240 242. 

12, Gods predetermining 
the wil to the material cntita- 
tive aft, whereunto fin is an- 
nexed , doth not beſpeak him 
the Author of Sin. 

13. God, by his efficacious 
wil and aftuoſe providence per- 
mits the wil to ſin, but is no 
moral efficient thereof. 

. 14. God , by predetermi- 
ning the wil to the entitative 
act of ſin, doth not temt men to 
ſin, Fam. 1. 13. 

15. In ſinful afts God prede- 
termines the wil only to the en- 
titative at, nat to its ſinful- 
neſſe ; but in good aCQts , God 
predetermines the wil not only 
to the aCt, but alſo to the good. 
neſſe thereof. 

16. Sin is committed againſt 
Gods wil of complacence and 
approbation , but not agaiall 
his wil of natural permiſſioa. 


8. Gods abſolute Decree of Re. 
probation impels men to ſin, 


9. Inatts imrinſecally evil the 
vitzoſitie cannot be ſeparated from 
the entit ative att conſidered in its 
individual nature, 


10. Predeterminative concurſe 
brings men under a fatal and Hob- 
bian neceſſitie of ſmming. 

Il. In atts intrinſecally ex! 
God predetermines the wil to the 
act as ſinfully relating to its ob- 
Jett, Strangius, pag. 206, 234, 
240, &c. 

12, Gods predetermining the 
wil to the material entitative att 
of ſin makes him the cauſe of ſin, 
SLrang. pag. 341, 342. Baron. 
Metaph. 150, 151. 

I 3. The Sinner doth not detey- 
mine himſelf to any ſinſul at any 
other way than God, Strang. pag. 
242, 243. 

I. God doth more #han temt 
men to ſin, in that he 
mines the wil thereto, Strang. 
Pag. 269. 

15. Predeterminative concurſe 
to the entitative att of ſin maketh 
God to afford as much influence 
and concarrence to the worſt of 


attions as to the beſt, Strang. pag. 
277. 


16. God doth not only pernut 
ſm , but approve of it , yea take 
Complacence in it. 


EE 2 17. Pre- 


predeter.. _ 
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The Antitheſes 
of the New Me- 
thodifts and An- 
tipredeterm#= 
nants, with 
their conſe» 
Guents 


17, Predetermination to the 
natural entitative act of ſin is 
very wel conſiſtent with the na- 


. tural libertieof the wil,. and its 
 nathral, paſſive, remote Power 'of 


rcceiving Laws, and obeying 
the ſame. 


18.- Gods predetermination 
to the natural entitative act of 
{in may very wel be reconciled 
'with his wiſdome,veracitic,and 
ſinceritie inthe prohibition and 
puniſhment of {1n. 

19, God puniſheth one ſin 
by leaving men to another, yet 


-without being guilty of the 


lealt fin.. 

20. Sin by Divine wiſdome 

is made a means accidentally 
utile and ſubſervient to Divine 
glorie, albeit it hath no moral 
bonitie 1n it. 
21, Al Gods invitations; 
comminations , exhortations , 
and prowiſſes- argue in God a 
real wil of approbation, and 
Evangelic intention that Sin- 
ners repent and live, albeit they 
never repent. 

22, Gods phyſic compla- 
cence is towards the entitative 
natural act of ſin, and yet his 
moral diſplicence is-againſt - its 
obliquitie and vitiolitie, 


$. 2. Having given the proper Hypotheſes of the Predetermi 


17. Predetermination to the 
natural entitative att of ſin, de- 
ftroys the kibertie of the wil, tntre- 
duceth a fatal neceſſitie, and makes 


: the mater of al Gods Laws to A- 


dam and hu poſteritie, a natural, 
ſimp'e, and abſolute —_— 
Strang. 567. Bar,Metaph. 150, 
18. Gods predetermination to 
the entibative alt of ſin 14rrecon- 
cileab'e with his wiſdome and ſin- 
ceritie in prohibiting and puniſh- 
ing ſin, Baron, Metaphyl. pag. 
I5I, | 
NN, God, in puniſhing ſin by 
efficactous dereliftion or leaving 
men to ſin, becomes guilty of ſm. 


20, God wils ſin and approves 
of it as a means naturally and me- 
rally conducing to bss glorie. 


21. That Gods predetermina- 
tive Concurſe to the ſubſtrate ma- 
ter of ſin makes hum not really to 
mtend what he pretends to by al 
his invitations, promiſſes, Commi- 
nations, and exbortations to re- 

ent: : | 

22, God takes not only phyſic 
complacence in the entitative att, 
but moral complacence in ſin , by 
predetermining the wil to the ont1- 
tative aft thercof. | 


nants,, with the falſe Hypotheſes and conſequences impoſed on 
them by their Adverſaries, we now procede to lay down the pro- 
p2r Antitheſes of the Antipredeterminants, and more particular-' 
iy of the New Methodiſts, and the dangerous conſequences which 


natura}'y reſult therefrom, 


The 


Chaps 7. The Antitheſer of the New Methodifts, ee. 


The Antitheſes of the New 
Methodiſts and Antipres 


determinants. 


r, HE Futnrition of al- 

things is not from the 
Divine wil and decree, Strang. 
628,631, 

2, The futurition of althings 
is not ſimple , but complexe, 
m_ 640, 

3. The futurition of althings 
is not eternal, 

4. The ſame particular cauſe 
that gives. exiſtence to any 
thing gives futurition to it. 

5. The futurition of the en- 
titative at of ſin is not from 
the wil of God , but the wil of 
man, Strang. 585, 628, 631, 
632. Le Blanc, 454+ 

6. Whatever God wils he 
approves : or complacence 1s 
eſlential-to al ats of Gods wil, 
Strang. 546, $48. : 

7. God decrees not the enti- 
tative act unto which fin is in- 
.trinſecally appendent , Strang. 
962, 587. 

8. There is a twofold De- 
cree in God, one abſolute, the 
other reſpective, conditionate, 
and conſequent, Strang. 546. 

9. Al Gods Decrees are not 
particular, but ſome general 
only, Strang. 558. 


The dangerous Conſe- 
quents of thoſe An- 
titheles. 


I, Othing 1s certainly and 
N anfallibly fans.” 


2, Complexe Propoſitions are in 
order of Nature before their ſim- 


ple termes, 


3. God did not from al Eterni- 
tie foreſee althings future. 

4. Nothing 1s future before it 
1s exiſtent , at leaſt in its particu- 


' lar cauſes, | 


5- The futurition of ſinful afts 
35 4 mere Contingense to God, 


6. Therets in God 4 velleitte, 
or imperfett conditional volition 


which never takes effett, 
7. There is ſomething in Na- 


ture which was never decreed by 


the God of Nature. 


8. Godhath a general antese- 
dent conditional love and deſire of 
the Salvation of al men. 


9. Some Decrees of God may 
be fruſtrated and never come 10 
paſſe. 


16. Repro- 


10, Reprobation is not ab- 
ſolute, but conditional, depen- 
.dent-0n the 
aCtual ſms, - 


11. Gods preſcience of mens 
fins is conditional, and depen- 
dent on mens free-wil, not on 
the Decree of God, Strang.642, 
647. 

ot Gods permiſſion of ſin 
is only privative and inefficaci- 
ous, Baron. Metephyſ. 1 57, 158. 


13. God wils only his own 
permiſſion of ſin, not the ext- 
ſtence of ſin by his permiſſion, 
Armiumus, 

14. There is a twofald Con- 
curſe of God, the one predeter- 
minative, the other only gene- 
ral. 

15. It doth not belong to 
the perfeftion of Gods Provi- 
dence abſolutely to predefine 
and predetermine al free acts 
of the human wil, Baron. 2Meta- 
phyſ. 147. Strang. 568, 584. 

16, Al poſitive real Beings 
and acts are not from God as 
the firſt cauſe of Nature, Strang. 


584, 630. 


17, God predetermines to 
what is good , bur not to the 
material entitative aCt of that 
which is intrinſecally evil. 


previcon of mens - 
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10. The reaſon why God hated 
Eſau and loved Jacob muſt no be 
rejobved te Saleade or, good 
pleaſure of God, but into bus gre- 
f-Efaw's kthual wnrd final 
a:ſobedignoe and Jacobs obedience. 
_ 11. Theres Scientia media, 
or middle Science sn God, deper- 
dent on mans ambulatory'vw!, and 


ſo only conjettural axd nncert ain, 


12, God as an idle Speftatry 
looks on the wicked world, but doth 
not, neither can omnipotently rule, 
diſpoſe and order their ſinful afts 

for his gloree. 

13. When's Jaid, that God 
wils the permiſſion of ſin , it muſt 
be underſtood only of the effet. 


14. Al Divine Concurſe ts not 
particular, total , mmediate and 
efficacious. 


15. The creature 1s in ſome 
natural atts endependent and the 
firſt cauſe of its own alts > or, the 
ſecond cauſe can aft without be- 
ing applied and attuated by the 
fir# cauſe. 

16, God can make a creature, 
which by having its capacitie pre- 
ſerved and made habile, can of «- 
Self att without immediate efficaci- 
04 concurſe, Baron, 131, 

17. Supernatural good is from 
Goa, but not al natural good. 


48, What 


18, Whatis —_ 
is naturally and ſimply impoſli- 
ble. 

19. Man in his lapſed ſtate 
has a moral power to cloſe 
with Divine exhortations and 
offers. 

20. Unregenerate men may 
prepare themſelves for the en- 
tertainment of Grace. 


21. To predetermine the 
wil to the entitative act of fin is 
to impel men to ſin. 

22. Divine predeterminati- 
on to the entitative act of fin 
puts an end to human liber- 
LlE, 

23. Some human aQts are 
indifferent 5n 1ndividne, and fo 
neither good nor evil. 

24. Some human acts are ſo 
intrinſecally evil , that the vi- 
tioſitie cannot be ſeparated 
from the entitative act. 


« -Þ C , 
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Chap. 7. the dawterom Conſequences of thoſe 4niithefer 


18, Efficacious grace in {on- 
verſion deſtroyeth ; "och [ring 
tie, 

Ig. Goas efficacious Concarſe is 
# the power of mens natural free 
wil, either to uſe or refuſe the 
ſame. 

20. God veuchbſafeth to al men 
ſufficient grace , which if wet im- 
proved, he wi! reward with effica- 
C305 grace, Strang. 229. 

21. Al Predetermination im- 
pels thewil, and alts it as a mere 
Machine. 

22, Theress a twofold libertie, 
one eſſextial to the wil , bus hſſe 
proper, the other accidental, con- 
fiſting in indifference, which is moſt 
Proper. 

23. eAMl human atts onght not 
to be perfor med for Gods glorie, 


24. The vitioſutie of ſin is ef- 
ſential to ſome human natural aits,, 
as natural. 


| We do not produce the conſequents here drawen fromthe An- 


titheſes of Antipredet 


leaſt not of al that eſpouſe thoſe Antitheſes, 


erminants, as — ſentiments, ar 
ut 


only as ſuch as 


may be naturally and logically deduced from their Antitheſes, al- 


beit they do not formally 


ent to al of them. 
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